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Current Topics. 


Court Fees in County Courts. 

THERE APPEARED in the London Gazette of the 17th inst. a 
notice stating the intention of the Treasury to issue a new Order 
amending the Order of the 30th of December, 1903, regulating 
Court fees in County Courts. _ On inquiry at the County Court 
Department, however, we are informed that the new Order is 
not yet printed, and will probably not be ready for three weeks. 


Shorthand Notes of Evidence. 

Ir 1s provided by R. 8. C. Ord. 58, r. 11, that oral evidence 
taken on a trial shall, in the event of an dppeal involving a ques- 
tion of fact, be brought before the Court of Appeal by the 
production of a copy of the judge’s notes, or such other material 
as the court may deem expedient. Where the judge’s notes are 
sufficiently full, there is, of course, no need to bave recourse to 
any other material. But hitherto the parties have had no right 
to see the notes before the appeal is heard, and hence it has been 
frequently necessary to provide against the possible deficiency 
of the notes by having shorthand notes taken, and procuring a 
transcript for use on the appeal. VAUGHAN WiuiaMs, L.J., 
has intimated that the parties should be entitled to see a copy 
of the judge’s notes beforehand, and no doubt this suggestion 
will in future be acted on. The parties will then be in a position 
to determine how far the notes should be supplemented by a 
transcript of shorthand notes. But the question of taking such 
notes in the first instance is another matter, and as to this the 
Lord Justice expressed himself in favour of the employment of 
official shorthand writers in all courts. This is a reform which 
has been frequently advocated, and the expense of carrying it 
out would be small compared with the convenience to the judges 
and to litigants. It does not, of course, mean the making of 
transcripts of all the evidence. This can be done when required. 
But it would relieve litigants of the burden of incurring expense 
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which, if the judge’s notes turn out to be full enough, is useless, 
and which will very likely be disallowed on taxation. 


The New Circuit Order. 

ANOTHER STEP in the direction of decentralization has been 
taken by the new circuit order, dated the 14th of May, printed 
last week (ante, p. 521), which amends that of the 5th of July, 
1911. The order of 1911 made an effort to secure the hearing of 
civil as well as criminal cases at every circuit town where 
facilities for so doing should be desired by local practitioners ; it 
enabled the Lord Chief Justice, with the assent of the Lord 
Chancellor, to direct that civil business should be taken in the 
autumn circuit at any assize town where such a course seemed 
proper to him. It also provided for the permanent attendance 
of a judge of the King’s Bench Division to hold sittings for civil 
business at Liverpool and Manchester. The new order confirms 
these arrangements as regards other circuits, but moves a step 
forward on the northern circuit. With regard to the latter, it 
appends a schedule which definitely divides up the civil business 
of the circuit into four sittings, called Michaelmas, Hilary, Easter, 
and Triuvity respectively—after the fashion of the High Court. 
The court is to sit in each sittings, first at Liverpool and 
then at Manchester ; the sittings at the latter town are to 
commence three weeks after the sittings at the former. The 
practical changes effected by the schedule are not very great, 
but the form in which the order embodies them marks the 
evolution of a local branch of the High Court at the two towns 
named. It can only be a question of time tiil the fiction of 
regarding the new court as a mere hearing of civil business by 
the judge going the northern circuit must be replaced by the 
statutory recognition that a branch of the High Court has been 
established in Lancashire. In our issue of July 15tb, 1911, we 
commented on the order of last year, and predicted the estab- 
lishment at Liverpool and Manchester of such a court ; the new 
order is on the lines which we anticipated. As we pointed out 
in that issue, some reconstruction of circuit business on the 
Liverpool lines is the only alternative to the increase of juris- 
diction of the county court which Lord LoRERURN is advocating ; 
we believe it is the alternative which commends itself to the 
profession. 


Taxation of Costs of Local Authorities. 


AN IMPORTANT question as to the principle upon which bills 
of solicitors to local authorities are to be taxed was decided by 
SWINFEN Eapy, J, in Le Porter, Amphlett d- Jones (ante, p. 524). 
Solicitors had beea employed by an urban district council to 
conduct the council's defence to an action. The defence was 
unsuccessful, and the council paid the plaintiff's taxed costs, and 
obtained an order for taxation of their own solicitors’ costs. 
Expense had been incurred on the express instructions of the 
council in obtaining transcripts of the shorthand notes of the 
proceedings, and on the taxation of their bill the taxing master 
disallowed these expenses, notwithstanding the express instruc 
tions, on the ground that they were useless to the ratepayers. 
In fact, however, the taxing-master has nothing to do with the 
ratepayers, and his duty is to tax the bill of a local authority, as 
between solicitor and client, in exactly the same way as in any 
other case. The solicitor acts on the instructions of the local 
authority, and he looks to the local authority for payment. 








Whether this payment will be allowed by the auditor is another | 
matter, and provision as to taxation of costs of the purpose of | 
audit is made by section 249 of the Public Health Act, 1875, | 
which follows section 39 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, | 
1844, with respect to boards of guardians. Under those sections 
application can be made to the clerk of the peace to tax the bill, 
and the allowance of any sum on such taxation is, for tne pur- | 
pose of audit, primd facie evidence of the reasonableness of the | 
amvunt, but not of the legality of the charge. The effect of this 
provision on ordinary taxations was considered in Guardians of 
Southampton v. Bell (21 Q. B. D. 297), and it was held that it 
did not deprive the solicitor of the right to taxation under the 
Solicitors Act, 1843, and to payment in accordance with the 
result of such taxation. SWINFEN Eapy, J., took the same view 
in the present case, It seems sufficiently obvious that the 





duties of a taxing-master on taxation are quite distinct from 
those of an auditor, and considerations which may weigh with 
an auditor are not necessarily relevant on taxation. 


The Duty to Save Life at Sea. 

RECENT EVENTS have caused much discussion in Parliament 
as to the duty of a sea-captain to go out of his way to assist 
another vessel at sea. The President of the Board of Trade, 
from his answer in the House of Commons, would appear to be 
of opinion that no enforceable legal duty of this kind arises 
under our present shipping law ; but it is difficult to see how 
such a view can be harmonized with section 6 (1) of the 
Maritime Conventions Act, 1911, which isin the following terms: 
“The master or person in charge of a vessel shall, so far as he 
can do so without serious damage to his own vessel, her crew and 
passengers (if any), render assistance to every person, even if such 


| person be a subject of a foreign State at war with His 


Majesty, who is found at sea in danger of being lost, and 
if he fails to do so shall be guilty of a misdemeanour.” The 
Act came into foree on the 16th of December, 1911, the 
date on which it received the Royal Assent, and is 
declared by section 9 (1) to extend throvghout His Majesty’s 
dominions except Canada, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa 
and Newfoundland. The effect of the exceptions is to omit 
ships registered in the Colonies referred to from the liabilities 
imposed by the statute. Sub-section (3) of the same section 
expressly states that the provisions of the Act are to be applied 
‘“‘in whatever waters the damage or loss in question was caused.” 
Upon our reading of the statute, it would seem that the burden 
imposed by section 6 (1) rests on every captain of a British ship 
registered in an English port, wherever she may be, but not upon 
the captains of ships registered in the five excepted colonies. It 
would seem, then, that the law is already strong enough to deal 
with any serious dereliction of the moral obligation to save life 
at sea, which may be proved against the master of a ship 
registered at any port in the United Kingdom, India, or the 
Crown Colonies. 

The Birkbeck Appeal. 

Tue Court of Appeal delivered judgment on Friday in last 
week, dismissing by a majority the appeal of the depositors 
against Mr. Justice NEVILLE’s Order fixing the priorities of 
all parties claiming to participate in the distribution of the 
Birkbeck assets. It cannot be said that any of the judgments 
delivered have thrown much light on the extremely difficult 
question which arose in the case, and the fact that Lord Justice 
FLETCHER MOULTON dissented will probably lead the appellants 
to seek the opinion of the final Court of Appeal. It will be within 
the regollection of all our readers that Mr. Justice NE&VILLE's 
Order proceeded on the footing that the binking business 
carried on for over fifty years by the Birkbeck Building Society 
under the name of the Birkbeck Bank was entirely wltra 
vires ; neither the various general statutes which regulate the 
operations of building societies, nor the special Act of the Birk- 
beck Society authorize the carrying on of a general banking 
business. It followed that the moneys lent by the depositors 
at the invitation of the directors do not create any legal debt 
due by the Society to the depositors ; and the Court of Appeal, 
in following this view, held that likewise no equitable debt 
arose. Once all this is conceded, then it follows, as the night 
the day, that the depositors can put in no claim to rank as 
creditors of the building society ; and it is a little difficult to 
see how Mr. Justice NEVILLE contrived to find a reason 
for giving them any rights at all. He held, however, that, after 
all statutory creditors, secured creditors, ordinary creditors and 
the shareholders had been paid in full, the balance of the assets 
should be regarded as representing the proceeds of moneys leat by 
the depositors, and should therefore be distributed amongst them. 
Neither Mr. Justice NEVILLE nor the Master of the Kolls bas put 
into definite terms the precise nature of the equity which enables 
the depositors to claim this balance, and it is not easy to discover 
one which would begin to operate only after all crediturs and share- 
holders have been paid in full. If the depositors have any equity 
against assets purchased with their moneys, it wou'd seem that 
such equity should take precedence of the shareholders’ claim to 
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yment in full of their capital. The question is no longer very 
important to anyones, since all the shareholders (except the B 
shareholders, whose capital amounts only to some £13,000) have 
already assented to a compromise, by which the depositors are to 
be paid pari passu with themselves; and this variation of Mr. 
Justice NEVILL#’s Order receivei the sanction of the court, and 
is binding, notwithstanding the result of the appeal, on all share- 
holders except the B holders. Bat the pvinciple is so important, 
and the reasoning given by all four judges is so unsatisfactory, 
that one would like to soe the opinion of the House of Lords 
taken upon the point. Lord MACNAGHTEN’S great mastery of 
equitable principles and luminous gift of exposition could 
scarcely fail to throw light on a tangled problem. 


The Alternative Equities. 

THREE DOCTRINES of equity may be enlisted to aid the claims 
of the Birkbeck depositors to take precedence over the share- 
holders. Inthe first pl ice, there is the peculiar case of subrogation 
laid down in Blackburn Buiiding Society v. Cunliffe (22 Ch. D. 61, 
71). There a bank, acting in perfect bona fides, lent money to a 
building society whose directors bad, in fact, no authority to 
borrow it. The directors, however, used the money so obtained 
to pay off valid legal debts of the society ; it was held that the 
bank stood in the shoes of those valid creditors, and ranked as 
an equitable creditor ot the society. Now if we substitute 
depositors as the lenders for the bink in the Blackburn case, 
the facts are practically on all-fours with those in the Birkbeck 
case. The directors have illegally borrowed money from the 
depositors, and used it in the mortgage business carried on by 
the building society ; it would seem that the depositors ought 
to step into the shoes of the building societies’ clients who have 
received their money. Perhaps it may be objected to this 
equity that such clients are not strictly creditors of the building 
society ; they are merely persons having a contractual claim to 
receive an advance upon the security.of their real estate from 
the bank. But surely any person possessed of a contractual 
right against the society is a “creditor” in the eyes of the law, 
even though his claim does not take the form of an indebitatus 
assumpsit count—to borrow the expression used in the old 
pleadings. If this equity is deemed too remote, a second 
suggests itself. The loans by the depositors to the directors are 
made under a mutual mistake of fact, for a mistake as to private 
rights, based on a special Act of Parliament, has been held to be 
a mistake of fact and not one of law: Cooper v. Phibbs (L. R. 2 
H. L. 149). The lender is therefore entitled to relief, and to a 
lien on the assets into which his moneys have been converted. 
This view seems to have been rejected by Mr. Justice NEVILLE 
en the ground that this claim was only good against the directors 
themselves, and not against their principals, the society ; but it 
is submitted that where a principal benefits by an wlfra vires con- 
tract of his agent, he must either ratify the contract or repay the 
benefit so obtained. And a third equity would seem to arise by 
applying the doctrine of resulting trust, plus the rule in Clayton’s 
case, to the transactions. The society (through its directors) obtains 
certain assets by means of a fund consisting partly of its own 
money, and partly of the depositors’ money—-to which by hypo- 
thesis it has nolegal right. It must hold those assets on trust for 
itself and the co-lenders, the depositors, to the extent of each of 
the amounts respectively advanced by them. This would make 
depositors and shareholders pari passu beneficiaries in such assets. 
But the society, on the principle of Clayton’s case, must be pre- 
sumed to pay its debts first out of its own share of the assets, 
not out of its co-beneficiary’s share. This would seem to entitle 
the depositors to priority over the shareholders in the distribution 
of all such assets as were purchased or obtained by mortgage. 
In the event of appeal to the House of Lords, perhaps some 
further light will be thrown on these interesting but little under- 
stood equities. 


The Trustee Bill. 

A Trustee Bit, which has been prepared on instructions 
of the Council of the Law Society, and has been approved by the 
General Council of the Bar, has been introduced in the House of 
Commons by Mr. Hitts. Its objects are to enable a new trustee 


to be appointed a!though no trustee is retiring ; to enable a new 
trustee to be appointed where a trustee is removed under a power 
| contained in the trust instrument; to confirm the power of the 
_acting personal representative of a last surviving trustee to 
| appoint new trustees ; and to enable vesting orders to be made by 
| the court where the trustee has been appointed out of court. 
| The appointment of an additional trustee is sometimes desirable, 
but at present it cannot be effected unless there is a vacancy in 
ithe trust. The difficulty can be got over by arranging for the 
temporary retirement of a trustee, but this involves two deeds 
of appointment. Clause 1 of the Bill enables an additional 
trustse to be appointed where there is a sole trustee other 
than a corporation, or where there are not more than three 
trustees, none of them being a corporation. The power will 
bea useful one, but the clause is somewhat clumsily drafted. The 
words “then and in any such case,” and the concluding words are 
surplusage. Under section 10 of the Trustee Act, 1893, new 
trustees may be appointed by the persona! representatives of the 
last surviving trustee. In Earl Granville v. McNeile (7 Hare, 
156) it was held that a power to appoint new trustees which 
expressly extended to executors could be exercised by two execu- 
tors who had proved, the third having renounced ; but until an 
executor renounces, all must concur. This was avoided under 
Lord Cranworth’s Act (23 and 24 Vict., c. 145), s. 27, by 
conferring the power on the acting executors, and that power is 
still operative in the case of settlements taking effect before the 
Ist of January, 1882: Fe Boucherett (1908, 1 Ch 180). Clause 
1 (3) of the present Bill makes the like provision for settlements 
since this date by enabling the executors who have proved to 
appoint, without the concurrence of any executor who has 
renounced or not proved. Since the clause is made retrospective, 
it ought to refer to appointments under the Conveyancing Act, 
1881, s. 31, as well as to those already made under the Trustee 
Act, 1893, s. 10. Clause 2 makes ths changes in sections 26 
and 35 of this last Act required to enable a vesting order to 
be made where a new trustee is appointed out of court. This is 
necessary, since a vesting declaration cannot be made with regard 
to all classes of property. The method, however, of introducing 
verbal alterations in existing sections is not to be commended, 
and either the sections should be ‘re-enacted or provision made 
for the Trustee Act, 1893, to be printed, in future, with the 
alterations. It is unnecessary to provide, as is done three times 
in clause 2, that the Trustee Act, 1893, shall have effect as 
altered. If Parliament makes an alteration the altered statute 
necessarily takes effect as altered. The drafting of the Bill 
should be corrected. 


The French Law of Employers and Workmen. 


A CURIOUS question has just been determined by the French 
courts, under the law relating toemployers and workmen. The 
Seventh Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine ordered an 
employer to make an annual payment of.678 francs to one of his 
workmen who had sustained injury by accident. The Caisse 
Nationale des Rentes is a company whose business is the granting 
of annuities, and the directors of accidental insurance 
companies are in the habit of applying to it to relieve 
them from the burden of periodical payments for which 
they are responsible. In all such cases they pay a lump sum of 
money to the Caisse Nationale, which charges itsclf with the 
payment of the annuities. A few days after the judyment of the 
court ordering the payment by the employer of the amount 
previously mentioned, the company in which he was assured 
against accident paid a lump sum of 10,334 francs as the !con- 
sideration for the annual payment to the workman for which 
the Caisse undertook to be responsible. Three years 
afterwards the insurance company applied to the court to 
review the annual payment, and obtained an award reducing 
it to 169 francs. The insurance company then applied 
to the Caisse for the repayment of part of the consideration 
money in proportion to the amount by which the annuity had 
been reduced. The Caisse refused to repay the amount. It was 
admitted that under the general law it would be bound on a 
reduction of the annuity to return an equivalent part of the 





| consideration money. But the question remains, when did the 
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right to this repayment accrue—from the final judgment review- 
ing the payment, or from the day when application for a return 
of the money was made? The question was important, inasmuch 
as the workman died in the interval between these dates, and 
by his death the annuity came to an end. Had, therefore, the 
Caisse, which had adjusted its tariff according to the expectation 
of the continuance of the life of the annuitant, a right to the 
whole amount of the consideration money ? The Caisse contended 
that, being no party to the proceedings for the revision of the 
annuity, the liability to repay the amount could only arise when 
the demand for repayment was made by the insurance company. 
The insurance company contended, on the other hand, that the 
right to repayment dated from the judgment reviewing the 
annuity, when, in fact, the workman was still alive. The court, 
in a considered judgment, held that the contention of the Caisse 
was well founded, and that it was entitled to retain the whole of 
the consideration money. 


Costs of Audit of Trust Accounts. 


In THE case of Re Utley (ante, p. 518) SwInren Eapy, J., has 
denied the right of a beneficiary to have an audit of the trust 
estate at the expense of the estate, and has in effect followed the 
decision of PARKER, J., in te Oddy (1911, 1 Ch. 532). Previously 
to the Public Trustee Act, 1906, a beneficiary could only obtain an 
investigation of the trust accounts by applying to the court. It 
was, and still is, the duty of the trustee to have his accounts 
ready, and to allow the beneficiary to inspect them ; and he must 
furnish the beneficiaries with all information reasonably required 
as to the trust estate. But the only way of enforcing this duty 
was to apply to the court for administration, though, under 
R. 8. ©. ord. 15, r. 1, and ord. 55, r. 10, the scope of the 
proceedings could be limited to the taking of the accounts. Under 
the Public Trustee Act, 1906, s. 13, and the Public Trustee 
Rules, 1907, r. 37, any beneficiary can apply to the public 
trustee to have the condition and accounts of the trust investi- 
gated and audited by a solicitor or public accountant, to be 
agreed on by the beneficiary and the trustees, or, in default of 
agreement, by the public trustee or some person appointed by 
him, and, unless the public trustee otherwise directs, the expenses 
are be borne by the estate; but the publie trustee may direct 
that they shall be borne by the applicant or the trustees personally. 
In Re Oddy (supra), the public trustee made an order that the 
expenses should be borne by the beneficiary, and PARKER, J., held 
that in so doing he was acting judicially, and that an appeal lay 
to the court under the Public Trustee Act, 1906, s. 10. He also 
held that, in order to prevent the misuse of the power to require 
an audit, the beneficiary must make the application at his own 
risk, and that he ran a special risk of having to pay costs if he 
insisted on the accounts being carried back for an unreasonable 
length of time. In the present case, also, the public trustee had 
thrown the expenses of the audit on the beneficiary, upon the 
ground that she had acted unreasonably. Beneficiaries, there- 
fore, cannot assume that the statute has given them the right 
to have the trust accounts investigated and audited at the expense 
of the estate. Unless they have some good reason for an inde- 
pendent investigation, they run a serious risk of having to bear 
the expense personally. 


Hire-Purchase Agreements. 


A BILL, under the title of the Hire Purchase Contracts Bill, has 
been introduced in the House of Commons, but since it has no 
explanatory memorandum it is not easy to say with certainty 
what hardship in the present law it is intended to remedy. 
Presumably, however, it is aimed at the apparent injustice of the 
hirer being liable, in default in payment of any instalment, to 
return the goods and forfeit all previous instalments. Accord- 
ingly it is proposed that, when personal chattels are sold on the 
hire system, the property in the chattels shall vest in the hirer 
on payment of one-half the purchase price, notwithstanding any 
agreement to the contrary. This is a very drastic proposal, 
especially having regard to the form which hire-purchase agree- 
ments now take. Formerly the hirer agreed to pay the instalments, 
and on full payment the chattels were to be his property, but he bad 
no power to stop the payments and return the chattels. Hence he 





held the goods under an agreement for purchase, and by virtue of 
the Factors Act, 1889, s, 9, he could dispose of them to a purchaser 
in good faith (Lee v. Buéler, 1893, 2 Q. B. 318); but it is other- 
wise where he retains power to determine the hiring (Helby vy. 
Matthews, 1895, A. C. 471), and it is believed that hire-purchase 
agreements are now framed on this footing. Under the pro- 
vision proposed by the Bill, this effect cf the agreement would 
cease as soon as half the price had been paid, and since the pro- 
perty would vest in the hirer, he would be able to dispose of the 
goods by his own title without the assistance of the Factors 
Act. It may be surmised that the effect would be to put an end to 
hire-purchase agreements altogether. Possibly this is the inten- 
tion, since the Bill has further provisions making such agreements 
onerous to the vendor, including a penalty for non-compliance. 
It may be that this form of trading has evils akin to those against 
which the Bills of Sale Acts andthe Money Lenders Act, 1900, were 
directed, but the interference with freedom of contract, which 
the Bill proposes, requires justification. 








Title by Dispossession. 


In general, possession of land is shewn by definite marks of 
cecupation. In the case of a house, the possessor lives there ; if 
it is a field it is fenced off from the surrounding land, and he 
cultivates it or uses it for pasturing his cattle. Such acts leave 
no doubt that the person so using the land is in possession, and 
he has all the advantages which the law allows to possession, 
including the advantage, if he is not the rightful owner, of gain- 
ing a title against such owner by the Statute of Limitations. 
But where such definite marks of occupation are wanting, it is 
frequently a matter of difficulty to determine who is entitled to 
rank as de facto possessor ; and the recent decision of the Court of 
Appeal in Kynoch (Limited) v. Rowlands(1912, 1 Ch. 527) emphasizes 
the rule that, as against an owner who has no occasion for actually 
using the land, de facto possession can only be acquired by 
unequivocal acts of ownership. 

The question usually arises, as in the present case, with respect 
to strips of boundary land, but its decision was facilitated by 
the circumstance that the actual ownership of the land had pre- 
viously been determined by litigation. Kynocu (Limited), who 
were the owners of works in Staffordshire, built a wall about 
10 ft. 6 ins. high, enclosing the works on the eastern side. 
Just outside this wall there was a disused ditch or water-course 
some three feet wide. RoWLANDS, who was the adjoining owner 
on the eastern side, claimed that the wall had encroached on his 
land, and brought an action for trespass. His contention was 
that his land included the whole of the ditch ; the company, on the 
other hand, claimed that the boundary was the middle line, and 
that the western half of the ditch belonged tothem. The action was 
tried at Birmingham in 1894, and Cave, J., held that the true 
boundary was the middle line of the ditch, and a plan was prepared 
sbewing by a line exactly how the boundary ran. The result was 
that a narrow strip of land, averaging about eighteen inches in 
width, measured eastwards from the face of the wall, was deter- 
mined to be the company’s property. Hence, there was no doubt 
as to their title in 1894. After that date, they did not erect any 
fence or other boundary mark beyond the wall, and, naturally, they 
had no occasion to putthe strip to any continuous use. But in 
1902, 1905, and 1908 they made use of it for the parpose of 
executing repairs to and of heightening and rebuilding the wall. 
The defendant RowLanps had tipped refuse on the strip and 
against the wall, and had thereby raised the height of the land. 

is land to the east of the wall was grazing land, and there was 


evidence that as Jong as there was any grass on the site of. the | 


ditch, his tenant’s cows grazed right up to the wall. But neither 
Joyce, J., nor the Court of Appeal regarded this use of the 
land as established. 

In a case of this kind the question is whether there has been 
such dispossession of, or discontinuance of possession by, the 
true owner as to make time run against him under the first 
clause of section 3 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833. 
Where the owner has been in possession, and has, while entitled 
thereto, been dispossessed or has discontinued possession, time 
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runs from such dispossession or discontinuance of possession. 
Presumably the draftsman of the Act had some practical distinc- 
tion in his mind when he used the two terms dispossession and 
discontinuance of possession, and no doubt they point at different 
ways of losing possession. The difference was expressed by Fry, J., 
in Rains v. Buxton (14 Ch. D. 537) as follows :—Dispossession is 
where a person comes in and drives the other from possession ; 
discontinuance of possession is where the person in possession 
goes out and is followed into possession by another. But in fact 


this means no more than that there may be forcible and peaceful. 


dispossession. According to the accepted interpretation of the 
statute the mere abandonment of possession is inoperative on 
the owner's title. The statute only runs where a stranger has 
actually taken possession, and it is the fact of this adverse 

ion that is alone material. “ We are clearly of opinion,” 
said PARKE, B., in Smith v. Lloyd (9 Ex. p. 572), in delivering the 
judgment of the court, “that that statute applies not to cases of 
want of actual possession by the plaintiff, but to cases where he 
has been out of, and another in, possession for the prescribed time. 
There must be both absence of possession by the person who has 
the right and actual possession by another, whether adverse or 
not, to be protected, to bring the case within the statute.” 

Hence the real question in the present c: se was whether the 
defendant had in fact had exclusive possession of the strip for the 
statutory period of twelve years—whether, that is, the company 
had ceased to be in possession, and the defendant had been in 

sion. In the similar case of Norton v. L. d N. W. Railway 
Co. (13 Ch. D. 268), the adjoining owner who claimed the benefit 
of the statute was able to give the necessary proof. The boundary 
of the railway company’s land had been marked by a fence. 
Within this the company planted a quick-hedge. As the hedge 
grew up, the fence was allowed to fall into decay, and in 1846 
it was removed by the adjoining occupier. From that year 
until 1875, when the action was brought, the strip of land was 
cultivated with the rest of the field, partly as arable land and 
partly as garden ground. The railway company made no use 
of it except that their workmen went upon it to trim the hedge, and 
the Court of Appeal held that this was not enough to maintain 
their possession. Having regard to their statutory duty to main- 
tain a proper fence between their own land and their neighbour’s, 
the entering on the strip outside the hedge was at mest evidence 
of the easement required for maintaining the hedge. Marshall 
v. Taylor (1895, 1 Ch. 641) was a decision upon the same lines. 
The gardens of two adjoining houses had been separated by an 
open ditch. It was assumed that A had been originally the 
owner of the ditch, and in 1868 he laid drain-pipes along it and 
covered it in. Subsequently B appropriated the ditch as part of 
his garden, paving part, planting part, and building on part; 
but A came upon the site to clear the drains and cut his hedge. 
This, however, was not sufficient to maintain his possession. In 
face of the clear acts of exclusive possession by B, A’s entry on 
the land could be explained by allowing him to retain only an 
easement. On the other hand, in Littledale v. Liverpool College 
(1900, 1 Ch. 19), the plaintiffs, who had a right of way over 
the land, but claimed to have obtained adverse possession, had 
done acts which were consistent with the exercise of their right 
of way only, and hence possession was not established. 

These cases shew how difficult it may be to decide between 
the conflicting claims of the owner and the person who claims 
to have ousted him. The owner, though he still uses the land to 
some extent, may find that his right of ownership has been 
reduced to an easement; the claimant may find that, while he 
has undoubtedly used the land, the user has not been sufficient 
to exclude the owner and put an end to his possession. As long 
a8 the possession is, in fact, doubtful, the law attributes possession 
to the person who is entitled. Iftwo persons are both on land 
and exercising acts of ownership, he who has the title is treated 
as being in actual possesssion and the other as a trespasser : 
Jones v. Chapman (2 Ex. 803, 821). In the present case of Kynoch 
(Limited) v. Rowlands (supra), both Joyce, J., and the Court of 
Appeal held that the defendant had not exercised such acts 
of ownership as to give him exclusive possession. Had his 
acts of ownership been stronger, it would have been 
necessary to consider whether the company had done 





enough to maintain their possession of the land. In 
that case their entry on the land to repair the wall might well 
have been referred to an easement, as in Nortony. L. & N.W. 
Railway Co. (supra) and Marshall v. Taylor (supra). But, as 
already stated, the evidence of grazing by cattle was not regarded 
seriously, and, if it had been, the casual straying of cattle falls a 
good deal short of the evidence afforded by actual cultivation of 
the ground; and the mere tipping of rubbish upon ground not 
in actual use can hardly be regarded as an act of exclusive 
occupation. Cases of this nature have to be decided by balancing 
the acts which the owner, having regard to the purpose for which 
he uses the land, might have been expected to do, or which, in 
fact, he has done, and the acts which the intruder has done. 
The company could not have been expected to do much on the 
ground, and they had, in fact, done something to shew possession ; 
the defendant had not, on his side, done enough to establish an 
adverse possession. Hence he failed. 








Reviews. 
The Law of Partnership. 


A TREATISE ON THE Law oF PartNeRsHIP. By the Right Hon. 
Lorp LinbDLey, a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary. E1entH Eprtion 
by the Hon. Watter B. Linney, Judge of County Courts ; and 
T. J. C. Tomirn, M.A., B.C.L. (Oxon.), and A. ANpDREwes UTH- 
watt, B.C.L.(Oxon.), Barristers-at-Law. WITH AN APPENDIX ON 
THE Law oF ScorTianp, by J. CampBett Lorimer, LL.B., K.C., 
Advocate Sheriff of Aberdeen, Kincardine, and Banff. Sweet & 
Maxwell (Limited). 

Lord Lindley’s well-known work started as a treatise on both 
partnership and company law. It was, as the preface to the present 
edition reminds us, first published in 1860, when the law of 
companies was being developed by legislative enactment and judicial 
decision out of the law of partnership, and the author treated in one 
volume of partnership and its new development. Between 1860 
and 1888 company law underwent sudden expansion, and became, 
for practical purposes, perhaps, the more important part of the 
subject, and when, in the latter year, the fifth edition appeared, 
company law was relegated to a separate volume. The Partnership 
Act, 1890, led to further modifications of the text, but in the 
present edition the editors have endeavoured to introduce the recent 
authorities without making unnecessary alterations. The Limited 
Partnerships Act, 1907, is dealt with in a separate chapter. The 
Act of 1890 is printed in full in an Appendix, but since the work 
necessarily forms more or less a commentary on its provisions, these 
are introduced as occasion requires in the text. 

One of the most difficult matters ee in the law of partnership 
is the determination of the meee when a partnership in fact 
exists. By section 1 of the Partnership Act, 1890, partnership is 
defined as “ the relation which subsists between persons carrying on 
a business in common with a view to profit.” The definition, it is 
pointed out, omits any reference to division of profit among the 
partners, so that a business carried on for a charitable purpose is 
not necessarily excluded ; but the expression “ carrying on a business 
in common,” in many cases leaves room for doubt ; in particular, 
where a business is carried on for the benefit of creditors, and where 
an advance is made in consideration of the receipt of a share of 
profits. The first case was excluded from partnership by Cor v. 
Hickman (8 H. L. C. 268); the second case by Bovill’s Act (28 & 29 
Vict., c. 86). Section 2 of the Act of 1890 incorporates and extends 
this decision and statute, but its application is by no means free 
from difficulty ; and the second chapter of Book [I of the _—- 
work usefully discusses and classifies the decisions, such as Baddeley 
v. Consolidated Bank (38 Ch. D. 238), and Pooley v. Driver (5 
Ch. D. 458), which are still relevant, in addition to stating the 
earlier decisions which led up to modern changes in the law. But, 
save where some statutory rule clearly applies, it is necessary—as 
the text points out, and as Mollwo, March & Co. v. Court of Wards 
(L. R., 4 P. C. 419) shews—to have regard “ to the true contract and 
intention of the parties as appearing from the whole facts of the 
case.” 

Another matter of frequent difficulty in connection with partner- 
ships is the adjustment in insolvency of the rights of the joint and 
the separate creditors against the - and separate estates, 
and this forms the subject of Book 1V. chapter 4. It is pointed 
out, at p. 821, that the rule laid down in Hx parte Cook (2 P. Wms. 
500) still prevails ; namely, that the joint creditors rank first against 
the joint estate, and the separate creditors against the separate 
estate. This, indeed, is enacted in section 40 (3) of the Bankruptcy 
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Act, 1883, and the Bankruptcy Rules require distinct accounts to be 
keot of the joint and separate estates ; but at p. 815 there is 
given an interesting extract from Cory on Mercantile Accounts, 
shewing how, under particular circumstances, the result may 
upset an accountant’s ordinary method of procedure, and give one 
set of creditors an overwhelming advantage. The suggestion, 
apparently, is that all the debts and estates should be consolidated. 
The application of the existing rule is shewn in detail in regard to 
proof against the joint and separate estates, and the adjustment of 
the rights both of creditors and partners, and this forms one of the 
most useful parts of the work. The Appendices include notes on 
the Scots Law of Partnership with reference to the Partnership Act, 
1890, and the Limited Partnership Act, 1907, and a precedent of a 
deed of partnership between three partners, two of them being 
general partners, and the third a limited partner. We may call 
attention also to the chapters on actions by and against partners 
(pp. 316 et seq.), and actions between partners (pp. 529 et seq.), where 
ho practice in such cases is clearly stated, and the effect of the 
Judicature Acts on the previous law pointed out ; and to the chapter 
on partnership accounts (pp. 460 et seq.), which is usefully illustrated 
by specimen accounts. 
Books of the Week. 

Vendor and Purchaser,—A Practical Treatise on the Law 
relating to Vendor and Purchaser. By Epcar A. Swan, B.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Torts —The Law of Torts: a Treatise on the Principles of 
Obligations arising from Civil Wrongs in the Common Law. To 
which is added the Draft of a Code of Civil Wrongs, prepared for 
the Government of India. By the Right Hon. Sir Freperick 
Pottock, Bart., D.C.L.,  Barrister-at-Law. Ninth Edition. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Equity.—A Selection of Leading Cases in Equity, with Notes 
By A. E. RANDALL, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Perusing Titles —Notes on Perusing Titles. Containing 
Practical Observations on the Points Most Frequently Arising on a 
Perusal of Titles to Real and Leasehold Property ; and an Epitome 
of the Notes arranged by Way of Reminders. By Lewis E. 
Emmet, Solicitor. Sixth Edition. The Solicitors’ Law Stationery 
Society (Limited). 

Comparative Legislation.—Journal of the Society of 
Comparative Legislation. Edited for the Society by Sir Joun 
Macponett, C.B., LL.D., and Epwarp Manson, Esq. John 
Murray. 

Bar Examination.—Bar Examination Questions with 
Answers. Easter Term, 1912. By J. A. SHearwoop, Barrister-at- 
Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

Trade-Marks. 
Association, April, 1912. 


sulletin of the United States Trade-mark 
United States Trade-mark Association. 








Correspondence. 


Increment Duty on Ground Rents. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—The enclosed letters may be of interest to the profession. 
We do not desire our names to be published. H. 
May 22. 
The following are the letters referred to :— 
25th March, 1912. 

Dear Sir,—As we have informed you per telephone we act for— 
who is the owner of the fee simple of a large plot of land at —let 
on a 999 years’ lease at a ground rent of £140 5s. and £73 3+. 4d. He has 
been served with the provisional valuations of a portion of the land, but we 
have advisei that he isnot concerned with these and need not take any 
trouble about them. We have advised that even if the ground 
rents should |e resold at a substantial profit, or at a much higher 
figure than the site value as assessed, yet no increment duty would be 
pegan, ond therefore it is immaterial to him whether the full site 

» pot high or low. 

We act for the owners of many ground rents with freebold reversions 
expectant on long leases having 900 years or more unexpired, so that 
this matter is of importance to us, and we sheuld be glad to have your 
Board’s ruling on the matter. It would relieve a good deal of mis- 
conception and misapprehension on the matter. Other clients of ours 
who are owners of ground rents with the freehold reversion on terms 
having at least 900 years to run, have also been served with similar 
valuations, and we have given similar advice. 

But as you may easily imagine, the service of these valuation notices 











causes a’arm, and is having a very dvieterious effect on the value of | profession were applied then. What is the 


pont rents, as it pre-supposes a possibility of taxation. We therefore 
ope your Board will see their way to issue an explanatory circular of 
a reassuring character. Of course, on the sale of freehold rent-charges— 
ie., rents not accompanied by the reversion, no question can, we 
assume, possibly arise, as here there is not a transfer of the fee simple, 
and the owner of such rent-charges will not te served with a valuation, 
—Yours truly, — 

The District Valuer. 

Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
2ist May, 1912. 

Gentlemen—-Yonr letter of the 25th March addressed to the District 
Valuer at —— having been referred to tte Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue, I am directed to acquaint you that under the provisions of 
section 27 of the Finance (1909-1.)) Act, 1910, they are required to serve 
upon your client copies of the provisional valuations of hereditaments 
of which he holds the freehold rever-ion subject to a lease for 999 years, 
although the greater part o‘ that term may be unsxpired. At the same 
time, however, Iam to point out that, having regird to the rules for 
the collection of increment value duty male by the Commissioners 
under section 3 of the Act, neither the transfer on sile nor the passing 
on death of such a reversion (with the ground rent incident thereto) 
could give rise to any claim to increment value if at the time of the 
o-casion the unexpired term of the lease was upwards of ninety-nine 
years. 

’ The Commissioners agree that the sale of a freehold rent charge having 
no reversion incident thereto does not of itself give rise to any occasion 
for collection of increment value duty, the sale of such a rent charge not 
being a transfer on sale either of the fee simple of lani or of any interest 
in land within the meaning of the Act. 

The advice which you state you have givea to your clients would, 
therefore, appear to be correct ; the Commissioners, however, do not see 
their way to issue a general explanatory circular of the nature you 
suggest.—I am, Gentlemen, your obedient servant, 

P. Tuompson, Asst. Secr-tury. 








Women Lawyers. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 

Sir,—I have read with great interest the notices appearing in your 
Journal relating to the Bill introduced by Lord Wolmer, having for 
its object to enable women to practise as barristers and solicitors. 

The subject of whether the ton profession in its two branches 
should be open to women practitioners has been one in which | have 
taken an interest for a great many years, and in fact I believe I was 
the first person to transmit an application to the Law Society on be- 
half of a lady to be allowed to present herself as a candidate at the 
preliminary examination. This was about the year 1476, I think, and 
the Law Society then rejected the application on the ground of sex, 
a precedent which they have subsequently followed in the case of 
various applications which, I believe, have been made from time to 
time by ladies. 

At the time I am mentioning, namely, between 1875 and the early 
eighties, it probably would be in the recollection of many middle aged 
members of the profession that two ladies, namely, Miss Eliza Orme 
and Miss M. E. hhichardeon, opened a legal office in Chancery-lane. 
Miss Eliza Orme was, I think, a pupil of Mr. William Phipson Beale, 
and Miss Richardson was a member of the original School Board 
for London. The ladies in question, of course, could not actually 
practise, but they acted as legal assistants to members of the bar and 
solicitors. Miss Eliza Orme was unquestionably a very able lawyer 
and expert conveyancer, and would, I think, had she been able to 
he called to the bar as was her wish, have greatly distinguished 
herself in the profession. 

The question of whether women should be admitted to practise as 
barristers and solicitors has from the period I refer to, to the 
— moment, from time to time been the subject of discussion, 

mt bas never been seriously pressed. I understand that Lord 
Wolmer, and those who are with him, intend to persevere with the 
measure, and thus the matter now assumes a really serious character, 
and demands to be considered by the profession. 

Whilst I cannot say that I am exactly an enthusiast on the ques- 
tion of the admission of women to the profession, still I feel bound 
to say that my thirty years’ experience in practice has in no way 
altered my view, formed early in life, that both the bar and especially 
the solicitors’ profession are perfectly suitable professions for women 
to practise in. ; 

t is perfectly true that both the bar and the solicitors’ branch of 
the profession are unquestionably overcrowded, but I scarcely see 
that this fact is in any way a valid argument against women, 4s 
women, being admitted. 

As a matter of fact, I recollect the period, not so very long 
ago, when the presence of women in solicitors’ oftices as clerks 


was very much discountenanced, and it used to be said tbat they 
| were out of place in such offices, and all sorts of practical objections 
| applied ; and, in fact, the very same stock arguments that are use 
against the admission of women to the qualified ranks of the 
position at the present 





L 
of s 
with 
had 
acqu 


De 


pauy 
Le 

moth 
dese 
Year 
but | 
a set 
statu 
coulc 
resid 
c. 66 
unde 
irre 
That 
in ar 
shoul 
resid 
deem 
could 
sectic 
place 
Pelha 
other 
said ¢ 
cient 

Was « 
4 G, 
alread 
statut 
ment 

been 

any o 
ment. 
to tha 
her b 
unless 
some : 








fore 
r of 
e3— 

we 
ple, 


rict 
and 
s of 
rve 
ents 
ars, 
ame 
for 
ners 
sing 
eto) 
the 
line 


ring 
sion 
not 
rest 


ald, 
see 
you 


ys 


ally 
and 
yer 
e to 


hed 


Cc as 
the 
ion, 
ord 
the 
ter, 


1es- 
und 
way 
ally 


nen 


n of 
see 
as 


ong 
arks 
hey 
ons 
sed 
the 
sent 


May 25, 1912. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 56.] 538 








oo 
moment? It is, that in the majority of solicitors’ offices, there is, 
anyhow, one, if not several, lady clerks as secretaries, typists, short- 
hand writers, &c, ; and as a matter of fact, [ may mention that in my 
own firm’s Office one of the ablest members of the staff is a lady. 
As regards the argument that women are unsuitable to the profes- 
sion, 1 would suggest that this is a matter which would prove itself— 
women would either by their ability in the profession make their way 
and be trusted by the public, or they would not ; and it seems 
very unreasonable to prejudge their suitability, and by arbitrary rule 
decline to give them the opportunity of proving their capability for 
the work. 
My own view is that, if Lord Wolmer and those who are with him 
rsevere with the Bill, it will ultimately become law, and I 
think that the question should now seriously be debated by the 
profession. RicHaRD KING. 
181, Temple-chambers, E.C., May 22. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
House of Lords, 


HACKNEY UNION v, KINGSTON-UPON-HULL INCORPORATION 
FOR THE POOR. 25th Feb. ; 9th May. 


Pook LAW—SETTLEMENT—REMOVAL—RESIDENCE OF LEGITIMATE CHILD 
UNDER SIXTEEN WITH DESERTED MOTHER—ACQUISITION OF SETTLEMENT 
By Restp—encE—Poor Law Removat Act, 1846 (9 & 10 Vicr., c. 66), 
ss. 1, 3—Poor Removat Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vicr., c. iii.), s. 1— 
DiviveD PARISHES AND Poor Law AMENDMENT Act, 1876 (39 & 40 
Vicr., c. 61), ss. 34, 35, 


Held, that a legitimate child who had lived while under the age 


of sixteen for a term of three years without interruption or relief 
with her deserted mother in the parish of N., in which the mother 
had acquired a status of irremoveability, had herself by such residence 
acquired a settlement of her own in that parish. 

Decision of Court cf Appeal (55 Soricrrors’ JournaL, 289; 1911, 1 
K. B. 748) affirmed. 


Appeal by the Hackney Guardians from an order of the Court of 
Appeal affirming a judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 
OJ., and Pickford, J.; Darling, J., dissentiente) whereby it was 
ordered that the appellants should receive and provide for the said 
pauper. The facts appear from the judgment, which was delivered by 

Lord Loresurn, C., who said that Mabel Pelham lived with her 
mother in Newhaven for more than three years. Her father had long 
deserted her mother, and lived elsewhere. When Mabel was fourteen 
years of age she left Newhaven, and no longer resided with her mother, 
but lived in other places, in no one of which, however, did she acquire 
a settlement. In these circumstances, Mabel Pelham had acquired a 
status of irremoveability at Newhaven at the age of fourteen. She 
could not lawfully have been removed from Newhaven so long as she 
resided there with her mother. That was the effect of 9 & 10 Vict.. 
¢. 66, s. 3. Again, Mabel Pelham, having so resided for three years 
under such circumstances, in each of such years as would render her 
irremoveable, came distinctly within section 34 of 39 & 40 Vict., c. 61. 
That section expressly provided that any person who had so resided 
m any parish should be deemed to be settled therein until he or she 
should acquire some othér settlement in some other parish by a like 
residence or otherwise. It followed that Mabel Pelham must be 
deemed to have been settled in Newhaven unless one of two things 
could be affirmed. Either it must be affirmed that this provision of 
section 5 did not apply where the whole residence of three years tock 
Place under the age of sixteen, or it must be affirmed that Mabel 
Pelham had, after she left Newhaven, acquired a settlement in some 
other parish by a like residence or otherwise. Now, it could not be 
said that three years’ residence under the age of sixteen was not suffi- 
cient to turn a status of irremoveability into a settlement, because st 
was decided in West Ham v. Holbeach Union (1905, A. C. 450, 3 
L. G. R. 1179). Lord Halsbury, in that case, treated the matter as 
already decided by the House of Lords, and as unalterable, except by 
statute. It seemed to him clear that Mabel Pelham acquired a settle- 
ment in Newhaven, because her status of irremoveability had thereby 
been turned into a settlement, and she did not subsequently acquire 
any other. Section 35 did not say the child was to retain the settle 
ment of her father until she was sixteen, but that she was to take it up 
to that age, and retain it till she acquired another. All the time from 
her birth till she was sixteen she took the settlement of her father 
unless and until she acquired another. His lordship regretted that 
some of the learned judges found it hard to agree to what he had said 
mm Fulham Parish v. Woolwich Union (1907, A. C. 255, 5 L. G. R. 
301). It was true that that case dealt with an illegitimate child, and 
if he thought that any expressions of his had gone too far, he would 
readily say so. He thought, however, that what he had said was right 
m regard to children, whether legitimate or illegitimate, and was in 
accordance with Lord Halsbury’s earlier opinion. He agreed with the 
view expressed by several of the judges that a consolidation of the 
kw upou this subject was desirable. 








Lords Hatspury, MACNAGHTEN, and ATKINSON concurred, and the 
appeal was accordingly dismissed with costs.—CounseL, Macmorran, 
K.C., and Sydney Davey for the appellants; Rawlinson, K.C., and 
Herbert Davey, tor the respondents. Soricrrors, Stones, Morris, & 
Stones; Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, for R. H. Winter, Kingston-upon- 
Hull. 

[Reported by Ensxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


HYMAN AND ANOTHER v. ROSE. Ist March; l4th May, 
LANDLORD AND TENANT—ReELieF AGAINsT FoRFertuRE—BreacH oF 

Covenant—Lone Lease or CHapeL—CovENANT TO REPAIR AND 

Keer iN RepaIR—STRUCTURAL ALTERATIONS IN ADAPTING PREMISES 

FOR THEATRE—WaASTE—CONVEYANCING Act, 1881, s. 14 (2). 

Je 1845 a lease was granted of a piece of land, together with a chapel 
in course of erection thereon, for 99 years, less ten days, from Christ 
mas, 1842, at a rent of £35. The lessees completed the chapel, which 
under the terms of a trust deed was used for religious worship until 
1909. 7'he lease was sold with the sanction of the Charity Commissioners 
in 1910, and wag converted by the purchasers into a cinematograph 
theatre, which necessitated many structural alterations. Prior to the 
assignment to the purchasers notice to repair had been served on the 
then lessee, and had not been complied with, and the reversiceer had 
brought an action for possession, Upon an application by the assignees 
for relief against forfeiture, the Court of Appeal held (Buckley, L.J., 
dissenting) that the alterations were breaches of the covenant to repair 
and keep igt repair, and were acts of waste which the court would have 
restrained by injunction, and that relief could only be granted on the 
terms of the reinstatement of the premises to their former condition, 
and that as the applicants were not willing to submit to those terms 
the application had been rightly dismissed by Horridge, J. 

The House being of opinion that there was nothing in the lease 
which required that the building should be used only as a chapel, and, 
further, that, although certain trades were forbidden, there was nothing 
to prevent other trades being carried on, nor was there anything to 
prohibit internal alterations suitable for such trades, and also that the 
lessees had undertaken to deposit a sufficicgit sum to secure the restora- 
tion of this building to its former condition at the end of the lease, 

Held, that upon the performance of that offer as a condition of relief 
an order should be made in the terms suggested by Buckley, L.J. 

Decision of the majority of the Court of Appeal (reported 55 Soxtct- 
rors’ JournaL, 405; 1911, 2 A.B. 234) reversed. 

Appeal by the lessees from an order of the Court of Appeal (Cozens- 
Hardy, M.R., and Fletcher Moulton, L.J.—Buckley, L.J., dissen- 
tiente) which aftirmed an order of Horridge, J., dated the 4th of Feb- 
ruary, 1911, restraining the appellants and their servants from vary- 
ing the front elevation of Adelphi Chapel, Hackney-road, or substan- 
tially altering the character thereof until the trial of the action or 
further order. (2) An order dated the 2nd of March, 1911, in an action 
of Rose v. Hyman and Rosenthal, of Ridley, J., refusing to grant 
relief from forfeiture of the premises. (35) Two orders dated the 2nd 
of March, 1911, of Ridley, J., to the like effect. The appellants, 
Walter Hyman and Adolph Rosenthal, sought to set aside the judy 
ment of the Court of Appeal which affirmed the orders above set out. 
The respondent was Mrs. Mary Rose. The questions raised in sub- 
stance were whether the respondent, being the person entitled to the 
reversion expectant upon the term of an indenture of underlease 
dated May, 1845, for a term of ninety-nine years, was entitled to 
restrain the appellants, the assignees of the underlease, from doing 
certain works in connection with the alteration of the front elevation 
of the premises on the ground that they were in the nature of waste 
or constituted breaches of the covenants contained in the lease, and 
whether the appellants were entitled to the relief against forfeiture 
claimed by the respondent. The appellants ‘paid £1,750 for the pre- 
mises, which they intended to use as a cinematograph theatre. To do 
this certain alterations and repairs were necessary. The respondent 
raised an action while the work was in progress, claiming damages for 
injury to the reversionary interest. Horridge, J., granted an injunc- 
tion until the trial of the action, while Ridley, J., dismissed the appli- 
cation of the appellants in the action for relief against the alleged for- 
feiture of the lease. The Court of Appeal, by a majority, affirmed the 
orders appealed against. The appellants denied that any work they 
were carrying out would prevent the building being used as a chapel 
if su desired, while they urged that the work had made the building 
more suitable and convenient for use as a chapel, and would greatly 
increase the value of the respondent's reversion. The appellants said 
they had no intention to dedicate any of the land round the chapel 
to the use of the public. They also offered to deposit a sum of money 
to restore the premises to their original condition. Cozens-Hardy, 
M.R., and Fletcher Moulton, L.J., thought the works contemplated 
were breaches of the covenant, and amounted to waste. Buckley, 
L.J., disagreed. The appellants appealed, contending there was 
nothing in the lease to prevent the building being used for business 
purposes. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in giving judgment, said there had been 
breaches of covenant, as to which there was no doubt they must be 
remedied as a condition of relief. But the real dispute related to 
certain alterations which had been effected and were insisted upon by 
the appellants for the purpose of turning this chapel into a place of 
public entertainment. He had examined the lease, and had come te 
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the couclusion arrived at by Buckley, L.J. He found nothing in the 
lease which required that the building should be used as a chapel. 
Certain trades were forbidden, but there was nothing to prevent other 
trades. Nor there anything to prohibit internal alterations suit 
able for such trade. Again, there was a covenant not to vary the front 
elevation, and a covenant for supporting, upholding, and maintaining. 
He did ird that covenant as prohibiting such alterations as 
those in question. He did not think it waste in this case if a moveable 
railing were put up in place of a wall and iron railing. No harm was 
to and the reversion in no way injured. The 
internal changes he considered quite legitimate for the purpose which 
he held to be allowed by the he appellants were willing to 
deposit a sufficient sum to secure the restoration of this building to its 
former condition at the end of the As they were asking for an 
indulgence gard to other admitted breaches of covenant, he thought 
the execution of ffer should be made a condition of relief without 
whether the offer in excess of what the 
those terms should be in the form 
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lease. 
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ild and he ag 
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Lords MACNAGHTEN and 


ing llriny 


court wo reed 


exact 
ATKINSON concurred. The appeal was 
allowed ; but the question of costs was held over until the parties sub 
mitted a form of order deali with the somewhat complicated points 
in disput CounseL. Juchmeaster, K.C.. and Disturnal, for the appel 
lants; ?. O<. L en K.C., and H/. Higgins, for the respondent. 
Soxricirors, J An B / Purchase: Ci held, ¢ ushing, & Wheldon. 


a 
[Reported by Ensxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


CAPITAL SYNDICATE (LIM.) AND OTHERS, 
No. 1. 13th May. 
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Appeal of the 
plaintiff, Miss 
menced 


plaintiff from an order of Lush, J 
Phyllis Bead 
tion claim 
spiracy y st a number 
the tr st yed the action 
mes Fox, manager of the Holborn Empire, one of the 
The plaintiff's case was that on the 19th of January, 1911, 
Syndicate engaged her to appear with her company at the 
1 period of four weeks from the 23rd of 
week. The contract contained a clause 
1 upon by notice to do so, to perform at 
d of at the London Palladium, and there 
empowering the defendants to prohibit the per 
nsider it displeasing to the public. After the 
Mr. Waller Gibbons, who was the managing 
discovered that the Palladium was over 
booked, and the plaintiff therefore was directed to give her per 
formance at the Holborn Empire, of which Mr. Fox was manager. 
This place was also found to be fully booked, and plaintiff was asked 
to postpone her contract. This inconvenient she declined, and 
then came an act on the part of defendants which gave rise to the 
action. The defendants, it gaged a number of men 


an a con 


learned judge, by order ealed as against 
William J 
defendants 
the Capital 
Palladium, twice 


January, at a salary of £75 a 


ili, 
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requiring the plaintiff, if call 
other theatres or halls 
further clause 
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had been made 
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was a 
formance 
contract 
director 


being 
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was suggested, en 


of the roughest description in London, gave them free admission to the | 


gallery at the Holborn Empire, and instructed them to shout down 
Miss Beadon when she gave her performance, the intention 
being to enable the defendants to terminate the contract by alleging 
that the performance was displeasing to the public. Before the action 
came for trial the Capital Syndicate, Ltd., paid £260 into court in 
satisfaction of the whole cause of action, and the plaintiff took this 
sum out. The other with the exception of Fox, sub 
sequently obtained an order staying the action as against them upon 
certain terms as to costs. Fox did not enter his plea that the action 


obv i us 


on 


defendants, 


staying all procee dings 


The | 


had been extinguished until Miss Beadon gave notice to proceed ag 
against him, and the short point now was whether the learned judge 
was right in holding that the plaintiff by her action in taking the money 
out of court had extinguished the whole cause of action as against aj] 
the defendants. On behalf of the plaintiff, it was submitted that she 
was entitled to recover costs as against Fox so far as they were not 
recoverable from the other defendants. The learned judge had directed 
the plaintiff to pay Fox’s costs, and from this order the plaintiff now 
appealed. 

VaucHan Wittiams, L.J., in giving judgment, said that this was a 
very important and very remarkable question. He had taken the 
trouble to inquire, and found that during the whole period from the 
passing of the Judicature Acts until now ne such order as that now 
appealed from had been made, nor had there been any application for 
such an order. The statement of claim here charged all the defendants 
with conspiracy, and nothing had happened to shew that they were 
not guilty. That was still an open question. All that had happened 
was that the cause of action had been satisfied, but the action still 
remained as the basis of orders relating to costs, etc. That in these 
circumstances the plaintiff should be called upon to pay the costs 
seemed to him wrong and unjust, and the order he made was that in 
so far as costs were incurred before the acceptance of the money paid 
into court, they must be paid by the defendant Fox. To this extent 
the order of Mr. Justice Lush ought to be varied. 

Fiercuer Movutron, L.J., dissented. He could find no relevant fact 
alleged on one side or the other which added to the primd-facie case 
that Fox had been brought into the action, and had not been proved 
to be guilty of tort. He therefore followed, without any hesitation, his 
first impulse, and in the exercise of his discretion he said that Lush, J., 
was right in the order he made. Assuming, on the other hand, that he 
it, then it was for this court to exercise their discretion. Then, 
what were the facts on which they were to proceed? Prima facie, the 
person before the court was a defendant who was alleged to have been 
guilty of conspiracy. Through no fault of his own he was unable to 
defend himself against that charge at the trial. The plaintiff, by 
accepting the money paid into court, had deprived him of any trial at 
which he could defend himself. The defendant had been brought into 
an action of tort, and had not been proved to be guilty of tort. Under 
those circumstances, though he did not say that the defendant was 
entitled as of right to his costs, yet, if he had had to exercise his 
discretion, he should have made an order that the plaintiff should pay 
the defendant’s costs. In his opinion the appeal should be dismissed. 
Farwett, L.J., gave judgment to the like effect. Appeal dismissed. 
CounseL, A. L. Woodgate, for the plaintiff; HWenlé and S. Leave, for 

defendant. Soricrrors, 4. 2. W. Hunt; 7. BE. A. Baker. 

[Reported by Exsatne Reip, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 


PREMIER RINKS (LIM.) ». AMALGAMATED CINEMATOGRAPH 
THEATRES (LIM.). Joyce, J. 15th May. 


LeASE—ASSIGNMENT BY LesskeE—ConsENtT oF Lessor Nort To pe ‘‘ Us 
REASONABLY ’’ WitHHELD—Consent Rerusep, Excerpt on Conpition 
or InserTION or Restrictive Covenant — Consent Rervsev 
UNREASONABLY., 

Thi dele ndants, wh 


o carried on business as a cinematograph theatre, 
granted a lease 


of premises adjoining their own, the lessees not to 
assign their lease without consent in writing of the lessors, such consent 
not to be “‘ unre asonably or verabtiously ”? ve fused. The lessees de sired 
to assign, but the lessors refused to consent thereto, except on condition 
of the in the lease of a covenant not to use the demised 
premises purposes of a cinematograph theatre. 

Held, the circumstances the consent was 
refused, 


insertion 
the 


im 


jor 


that “unreasonably” 


This was an originating summons asking for a declaration, that upon 
the true construction of an under-lease, the Amalgamated Cinematograph 
Theatres (Limited) were not entitled to impose as a condition for giving 
their consent to an assignment by the plaintiffs of the residue of a 
term granted by the under-lease any covenant or condition against the 
user of the demised premises for cinematograph entertainments By 
a lease, dated the 22nd of September, 1909, the Finsbury Park Cine- 
matograph Theatre (Limited) became lessees of two adjacent pieces ol 
land, and on one erected a cinematograph theatre. By an under-lease, 
dated the 25th of October, 1909, the other piec e of land was demised to 
the plaintiff company for a term of twenty-one years at an annua 
rental of £500, the under-lease containing covenants on the part of the 
sub-lessees not to carry on dangerous or offensive trades, make altera- 
tions in the buildings, nor to assign, under-let, or part with pbssessie! 
of the demised premises without the consent of the sub-lessors, such 
consent not to be unreasonably or vexatiously withheld in the case of 
a respectable and responsible assignee, under-lessee, or tenant. In 
1911 the reversion of the under-lease was assigned to the defendant 
company, and in April of the same year a receiver and manager 0! the 
plaintiff company’s property was appointed, who, in due course, eh 
tered into an agreement for a sale of the premises comprised in the 
under-lease for the residue of the term granted. The receive) accord: 
ingly applied to the defendant company for a licence to assig! ’ 
under-lease, and submitted the proposed purchaser's references. %® 
question was raised as to the references, but the defendant company, ¥ 
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a condition of their consent, required the insertion of a covenant against 
the user of the demised premises for the purpose of giving cinemato- 
graph performances. The receiver objected to the insertion of such a 
covenant, on the ground that it would considerably depreciate the 
value of the premises. Accordingly the summons was taken out, as 
above stated. For the plaintiffs it was argued that the defendants 
were, in the circumstances, acting unreasonably in withholding their 
consent to the assignment. For the defendants, it was contended that 
it was not unreasonable to object to the possibility of the carrying on 
of a business similar to their own on adjoining premises: Darrow v. 
Isaacs (1891, 1 Q. B. 423), Bates v. Donaldson (1896, 1 Q. B. 246), and 
Evans v. Levy (1910, 1 Ch. 456). 

Joyce, J., said that, in his opinion, the defendants were acting un- 
reasonably in withholding their consent to the assignment without the 
insertion of the restrictive covenant, and were seeking to take advantage 
of the assignment to procure the insertion in the under-lease of a restric- 
tion that was not originally there, which they were not entitled to do; 
the plaintiffs were accordingly entitled to the declaration asked for.— 
Counsen, Hughes, K.C., and Galbraith; Younger, K.C., and P. F. 
Wheeler. Sonicrrors, Kenneth, Brown, Baker, Baker & Co.; Biddle, 
Thorne, Welsford, & Sidgwick. 

[Reported by R. C. Carrineton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE OCEANA DEVELOPMENT CO. (LIM.). Swinfen Eady, J. 
17th April; 7th May. 

Repvcrion or Caritat—Perition py Company—MinutTe—SHARES Pap 
Ur 1x Dirrerent Amounts—-NvuMEROUS GRoUPS OF SHARES -AGGRE- 
GATE OF THE GROUPS STATED IN THE Minute-—DeNoTING NUMBERS 
STATED IN A SEPARATE MeEMORANDUM—DeENOTING NUMBERS OF THE 
Suares—Companies (Consoiipation) Act, 1908 (8 Ep. 7, c. 69), s. 
51—Form or ADVERTISEMENT. 


The minute for reduction of capital, drawn up in accordance with 
section 5L of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, must contain, 
among other particulars, the denoting numbers of the shares referred to 
in it, but the notice of the registration of such minute need not contain 
such denoting numbers, but may be in such shortened form as the court 
may direct. 


This was a petition for reduction of capital. The company was in- 
ccrporated on the 27th of May, 1892, witha capital of £150,000, divided 
into shares of £1 each. The whole of the capital had been issued, and 
consisted of fully-paid shares, partly-paid shares, and shares which had 
been forfeited for non-payment of calls. The directors had power to 
re-allot the forfeited ehares, with or without any money paid thereon 


being credited as paid up, and in the proposed reduction they were 
treated as unissued. All the issued shares had been called up in full, 


und calls were being paid daily. The company passed a resolution to 
reduce the capital. The reduction was to be effected by cancelling paid- 
up capital which had been lost or was unrepresented by available aesets 
and by reducing the nominal amount of the unissued shares. This 
resolution did not involve either the diminution of any liability in 
respect of unpaid capital or the return or payment off to any share- 
holder of any paid-up capital. As there were nine groups of partly 
paid shares, in addition to the fully-paid and the forfeited shares, it 


Was proposed to avoid prolixity and expense by omitting the denoting | 
numbers from the minute and stating them in a supplementary | 
memorandum to be filed therewith. The proposed minute merely etated | 
the aggregate number of the fully-paid shares and the aggregate num- | 


ber of each group of partly-paid shares, with the amount deemed to be 
paid on each share of that group, and also stated that on the forfeited 
shares nothing should be deemed to have been paid. Counsel for the 
company referred to Re Solway Steamship Co. (Limited) (1889, 61 


L. T. R. 659). In that case Chitty, J., held that the denoting numbers | 
must be inserted in the minute in accordance with the terms of the 


Companies Act, 1867 (30 & 31 Vict., ©. 3), section 15, as amended 
by the Companies Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vict.,; ¢. 26), section 4, which 
sections are now superseded by section 51 of the Companies (Con- 
solidation) Act, 1908, which merely consolidates such sections. They, 


however, admitted that the denoting numbers were often omitted in | 


practice, and referred to the tenth edition of Palmer’s Company 
Precedents, Part I., at p. 1184, and Re Denver Hotel (1893, 1 Ch. 
495 & 506). 

Swinren Eapy, J.. after etating the facts, said : In the case of the 
Denver Hotel Co. (ubi supra) this question was not raised, but in the 
Solway Steamship Co. (Limited) (ubi supra), Chitty, J., dealt specially 
with this point with a view to eettling the practice under the Com 
panies Act, 1867, ection 13, as amended by the Companies Act, 1877, 
section 4, and as the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, section 51, 
adopts the same language as the earlier Acts, I must treat it as recog 
nizing the practice under those Acts. I accordingly adopt the view 


expressed by Chitty. J., and hold that the minute must contain the | 


cenoting numbers; but sub-section 3 of section 51 of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, provides that ‘‘ the notice of the registration 
shall be published in such manner as the court may direct.”” There is 


nothing in the Act that requires the whole minute to be set out in | 


the advertisement, and I accordingly hold that a short form of adver- 
tisement may be used. It is not necessary to give the several parti 
culars required by the Act in the advertisement, but the full particulars, 
including the denoting numbers, must be stated in the minate.— 
Counset, Gore-Browne and Alfred Adams, for the company. Soxict- 
tors, Minchin, Garrett, & Co. 

(Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





TOTTENHAM URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL v. ROWLEY. 
Joyce, J. 2nd, 3rd, 7th, and 11th May. 


Hicghway—Depication—Roapway Nor Maps ve to Fut, Wiptn— 
Unmape Srrirp—A.vecep Depication as Foorraru—Usrr sy Pusiic 
—Ruicur or Access By OWNER OF ADJOINING PROPERTY—ACCESS FOR 
ALL PURPOSES. 

R. was owner of laed including a street called K.-road, lying to the 
south of, and adjuwing land belonging to the plaintiff, separated there- 
from by a fence. The south side of K.-road was built upon, having 
between the houses and fence a roadway, half which only was made 
up. In 1908 X.-road was thrown open to the public, and was since them 
used by foot-passengers and vehicles without objection by Rk. In 1912 
the plaintiffs removed a portion of the fence, so as to permit of egress 
and ingress through the opening for the purpose of conveying building 
materials on to their led from K.-road. BR. thereupon blocked up the 
opening so made, alleging that K.-road was a private road, and that 
the plaintiffs had no right of access thereto; that K.-road had never 
been dedicated as a highway, or, alternatively, the unmade strip adjoin- 
ing the fence had not been dedicated, or dedicated only as a footpath. 
In an action by the plaintiffs for a declaration that ihe defendant was 
not entitled to prevent the plaintiffs from entering their land from 
K.-read, and an injusiction ; 


Held, that the defendant must be presumed to have dedicated the 
whole width of the road asa highway, so that the plaintiffs, as owners 
of adjoining property, were entitled to access for all purposes. 


This was an action by the plaintiff council for damages for nuisance 
caused by the defendant erecting an obstruction upon the plaintiffs’ 
land known as Downhills Park, situate at Keston-road, Tottenham, or 
alternatively upon Keston-road in such manner as to prevent and 
impede the plaintiffs from entering upon their land from Keston-road, 
and for a declaration that the defendant was not entitled to erect or 
maintain any obstruction in such manner as to prevent the plaintiffs 
from entering upon their land from Keston-road, and for an injunction 
restraining him from erecting or maintaining such obstruction. The 
material facts of the case and the arguments of counsel appear fully 
in the judgment of Joyce, J. 


Joyce, J., in a considered judgment, said : Keston-road is a road or 
street. or intended street recently made or set out, turning to the west 
out of Downhills-road, Tottenham, the land to the north belonging to 
the plaintiffs, and being used as a public park, and separated from 
Keston-road by a wooden pale fence erected some years ago by the 
plaintiffs on the edge of their land. Some time ago they removed a 
portion of this fence, so as to allow ingress and egress through the 
opening thus made to and from their land, which was wanted for the 
purpose of conveying materials in connection with the building by 
them of a new school on their land at some little distance from the 
road. This the plaintiffs are perfectly entitled to do if Keston-road 
were a public highway. The cases on this point wiil be found in 
Theobald on Land, p. 51. The defendant thought he could compel 
the plaintiffs to purchase a road from him, and put up a wire fence in 
front of the opening made by the plaintiffs, his justification for so 
doing being the allegation that the Keston-road was a private road, and 
that he owned this narrow strip of land between the road and the 
plaintiffs’ fence. The defendant had some time before purchased -the 
tract of land south of and up to this fence, and the site of the portion 
of Keston-road in question fs part of what he so purchased. He laid 
out his land as a building estate, and it is now practically all built 
upon, except what has been appropriated for roads or streets, the 
south side of Keston-road being built upon, leaving a roadway between 
the houses and the fence. That Keston-road was intended at some 
time or other to be a street, whatever may be the meaning of that ex- 
pression, appears by, among other things, the plans deposited by the 
defendant on the 3rd of February, 1905, under section 107 of the 
council’s bye-laws, and the plan was approved and sanctioned by them. 
When the land on the south side of this road or street was built on- 
namely, in September, 1908—the hoarding or fence at the eastern end 
of the road was removed by the defendant, and the road thrown open 
to the public, and it has ever since been used, not only by people on 
foot and cyclists, but for vehicles, as a public thoroughfare ; not a very 
extensive use, but it has been used by anyone who pleased, and there 
has never been any idea on the part of the defendant of excluding the 
public. One of the chief questions was whether Keston-road is a public 
highway or not—in other words, whether there has been a dedication 
by the defendant as a highway for public use; to establish such dedica- 
tion, it must be shewn that there was intention on the part of the 
defendant to dedicate, and user by the public. Having read pages 
31 and 32 of Pratt on Highways, to direct myself in considering the 
effect of the evidence, which 1s conflicting, I come to the conclusion 
that on the balance of evidence there had been such dedication before 
this present dispute, and that Keston-road was a public highway before 
the opening of the access thereto by the plaintiffs through their fence. 


| It was argued at the trial that, even if Keston-road at the part in 


question had become a public highway, a strip on the northern side, 
which had not been made up, to the width of 7 feet or thereabouts, 
had been dedicated to foot passengers only. There was no evidence to 
support this ingenious theory, and this contention is untenable. Then, 
because the south side of the roadway alone was made up by the 
defendant, and because cyclists and vehicular traffic naturally preferred 
the south side, where the road was made up, it was urged that the 
north side had never been used by the public for vehicles, so that it 
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was the south side only that was dedicated to the public, or became 
a highway at all. I am of opinion that no such distinction can be 
maintained Ihe defendant intended to dedicate ag whole width of 
the road to the public as a highway, and the user by the public has 
been sufficient to complete such dedication. The defence to the action 
therefore fails, and the plaintiffs are entitled to the declaration and 
mjunction claimed.—CounsrL, Macmorran, K.C., and Cartwright 
Sharpe, tor the plaintiffs; Younger, K.C., and J. Scholefield, for the 
defendant. Soricrrors, Howard & Shelton; H. B. & W. Bury. 
[Reported by R. C. Carzinoton, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re HEATH'S PATENT. Swinfen Eady, J. 3rd May. 
Parent—Parents anon Designs Acr, 1907 (7 Epw. 7, c. 29), s. 72 
CHOSE IN Action—Practice—Vesting Orper—Trustee Act, 1893 
(56 & 57 Vicr., c. 53), s. 365. 
Patent rights béing choses in action, the court has jurisdiction, 
under section 35 of the Trustee Act, 1893, to make an order vesting 
them in such person as the court may appoint. 


On the 24th of May, 1911, Clement Heath, the inventor of certain 
improvements in call bells, for which he had obtained provisional 
protection, entered into an agreement with John Thomas Bettany and 
William Alfred Meadows, whereby it was agreed that the purchasers 
might, at their own cost, with the help of the inventor, prepare and 
file a complete specification, and that the inventor would use his best 
endeavours to obtain a patent, and that, on a patent being sealed, the 
inventor would, in consideration of the sum of £100 already paid to 
him by the purchasers, execute a valid assignment of the patent to 
them. The patent was duly granted to Clement Heath in 1910, but he 
subsequently went abroad without having executed any assignment, 
and he could not now be found. This originating summons was taken 
out by the purchasers for an order under section 35 of the Trustee 
Act, 1893, vesting the letters patent in the purchasers on the ground 
that Heath was a trustee for them, who could not be found, or, in the 
alternative, that the purchasers might be appointed trustees in his 
place, and a vesting order made on such appointment under the same 
section, and that the register of patents might be rectified by substi 
tuting the names of the purchasers as owners of the patent under 
section 72 of the Patents and Designs Act, 1907. Counsel for the 
summons referred to /¢ Tayler’ s tyrcement Trusts (1904, 2 Ch. 737), 
where Buckley, J., g a very learned judgment dealing with the 
reasons why the court could not make a vesting order after a trustee 
company had been dissolved, and submitted that it was clear from the 
reasoning of Buckley, J., in that case that in a case of the nature of 
the present case he would have made such a vesting order. 

Swinren Eapy, J., after stating the facts, said: I do not think it 
necessary to appoint new trustees in order lw give the court juris- 
diction to make a vesting order. In my opinion, in this case a vesting 
order may be made under section 35 of the Trustee Act, 1893. The 
nature of patent rights is explained in the case of Steers v. Rogers 
(1893, A. C. 232), and it is plain from the judgment of Lord Herschell 
in that case that they are choses in action, and as such within the scope 
of this section, and I make the vesting order accordingly.—CouNsEL, 
Hdward Ford, Soiscrrors, Henry Clarkson & Son, for William Hunt- 
bach, Hanley 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re THE NEW HAW ESTATE TRUST. Parker, J. 7th May. 
I'rust—Pustic Trustee—Two SerrLements—ConrcicrinGa INTERESTS 
Power to Compromise—Trvustez Acr, 1893 (56 and 57 Vicr., 
c. 53), s. 21—Pustic Trustee Act, 1906 (6 Epw. 7, c. 55), s. 5, 
SUB-SECTION 1 
The Public Trustee has no more power than a private trustee, where 
he is in the position of having conflicting interests, to make a bargain 
with himself, and must accordingly come to the court m the proper 
/ 


proceedings for sant vt fo such a bargain, 


By two indentures of settlement, dated respectively the 22ud day of 
August, 1885, and the 28th day of December, 1886, and hereinafter 
referred to as the Sumner Settlements, a property known as the New 


Haw Estate was settled upon certain uses and trusts, some of the | 
beneficiaries being under disability. By an indenture dated the 27th | 


day of May. 1910. the Public Trustee and one Hicks were appointed 
trustees of this settlement. In 1908 a mortgagee sold the property 
under his power of sale, and after deducting what was due to him paid 
the residue of the purchase moneys into court in the above matter. 


The tenant for life in possession had created, or purported to create, | 


some ten charges for improvements in connection with the settled 
property under the provisions of the said settlement, four of which 
were vested in the Public Trustee, as trustee of the marriage settle 
ment made on the marriage of a Mr. and Mrs. Cameron. Questions 
having arisen as to the extent and priorities of these charges, a deed 
of compromise, dated the 19th day of October, 1911, was executed 
between the persons claiming under the ten charges (including the 
Public Trustee, as a trustee of the Cameron Settlement), with the Public 
Trustee and Hicks as trustees of the Sumner Settlements, under which 
one moiety of the funds in court was to be paid to the trustees of the 
Sumner Settlements, and the other moiety was to be divided between 
the other parties in the proportions therein stated, including a rateable 
proportion to the Public Trustee as trustee of the Cameron Settle 
ment. This compromise was expressly made subject to the sanction 
of the court being obtained thereto, on an application to be made by 











the Public Trustee and Hicks in the matter of the Sumner Settlements, 
The application came before Parker, J., on an originating summons 
taken out in the matter of the Sumner Settlements, and the judge 
sanctioned the compromise, being of opinion that it was for the benefit 
of the persons under disability under the Sumner Settlements. The 
present petition was presented by the Public Trustee and Hicks for 
the payment out of the funds in court standing to the credit of the 
above matter, according to the terms of the compromise. There was 
no opposition, but on the hearing of the petition the question was 
raised whether the Public Trustee, as trustee of the Cameron Settle 
ment, had power to bind the beneficiaries under that settlement with 
out an order of the court, obtained on an originating summons in the 
matter of the Cameron Settlement. 

Parker, J., after stating the facts, said : The Public Trustee in this 
matter is, in my opinion, in exactly the same position as an ordinary 
private trustee. He is trustee of two separate settlements, and in the 
compromise, which embraces both trusts, his respective interests 
conflict, and accordingly he must not, in his capacity as trustee of the 
Sumner Settlements, enter into a bargain with himself as trustee of 
the Cameron Settlement without the sanction of the court in proper 
proceedings in the matter of each settlement. The sanction of the court 
must accordingly now be obtained in the matter of the Cameron Settle 
ment. I accordingly adjourn this petition until the necessary proceed- 
ings to obtain this sanction have been taken.—CounseL, H. H. Wright 
Tomlin and Vaisey. Soricrrors, Gedge, Fisher, & Gedge; Wontner & 
Sone. 


[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MEYERS ». HENNELL. Eve, J. 10th May. 


EpucATION—ScCHOOL—MANAGERS—VALIDITY OF APPOINTMENT—D1Is- 
MISSAL OF 'TEACHER--Powers or MANAGERS—EpvucaTion Act, 1902, 
First Scuepute, B (3). 

By a final order made under the Kducation Act, 1902, the managers 
of a school were to be members of the Church ‘of England, and no 
person should be entitled to act as manager until he had signed a 
declaration to that effect. The persons appointed managers were mem- 
bers of the Church of England, but had not signed the required 
declaration. 

Held, that the clause as to the declaration was not an absolute prohi- 
bition. but a qualification within the Education Act, 1902, First Sche 
dule, B (3), and therefore the managers were entitled to act as such 
although they had not signed the re quired declaration. 

This was an action for a declaration that the plaintiff's engagement ae 
head teacher of a non-provided school had ngt been lawfully dete 
mined, and for an injunction restraining the defendants from dismiss 
ing him from his office. The plaintiff was appointed by the managers 
in 1881, and after the Education Act, 1902, came into operation the 
plaintiff entered into an agreement with the managers whereby his en- 

gagement as a a her was continued. By a final order, made unde: 
eection 11 of the Act, and dated the 18th of January, 1904, the managers 
were to be qualified persons, and were to be bond-fide members of the 

Church of England, and no person should be entitled to act as tounda 

tion manager until he had signed a declaration that he was a member 

of the Church of England. In December, 1911, the defendants held a 

meeting, and resolved to dismiss the plaintiff, but the plaintiff was not 

present at such meeting, and was not aeked to show cause why he 
should not be dismissed. The plaintiff alleged that the defendants, not 
having signed a declaration as required by the final order, were not 
properly constituted managers, and therefore were not qualified to dis- 
miss him. The defendants alleged that they were bond-fide members 
of the Church of England, and that, even if they had not signed a 
declaration to that effect, the failure to sign was only a defect in their 
qualification or appointment, and did not invalidate their acts as 
managers. The Education Act, 1902, First Schedule, B (3), provides 
that the proceedings of a body of managers shall not be invalidated by 
any de fect in the election, appointment or qualification of any manager. 

Eve, J.—The plaintiff is head teacher of Ash Church of England 
School, and the defendants, acting ae de faclv and de jure managers, 
have given notice to the plaintiff determining his employment. The 
plaintiff, for the purposes ra this action, admits that the notice was 
given in accordance with the agreement, but he says that it is inopera- 
tive because the defendants were not properly constituted managers, 
and therefore were incompetent to dismiss him, and he claims a declara- 
tion and injunction. The plaintiff’s contention is based upon three 
grounds : (1) That none of the managers signed the declaration that 
they were members of the Church of England ; (2) that the appointment 
of the nominated managers was invalid because they were not duly 
elected as churchwardens ; and (3) that the co-optative manager was not 
properly appointed because the persons appointing him were not pro- 
perly qualified. Upon the two latter grounds a number of subsidiary 
questions have been raised. At the sieeten vestry meeting two of the 
defendants—Green and Holmes—were appointed churchwardens, and 
were subsequently admitted by the Ordinary. But it is said that Green 
had no residence in the parish, and that Holmes never was elected, the 
majority of the votes being given to another person. Further, it was 
eaid that the ministerial act of the Ordinary aaa not cure the defects 
in the appointments, and that on the authority of Bray v. Somer (2 
B. & S. 374) and Lane v. Norman (66 L. T. 83) the outgoing church- 
wardens continued in office. As to Green’s qualification to be a church- 
warden and whether residence in the parish is necessary, the result of 
the authorities seems to be that such residence is not neceeeary, but 
that a non-resident cannot be compelled to take office. On the balance 
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of the evidence I doubt whether Holmes was validly elected, but no 
poll was demanded and no proceedings were taken to impeach his elec- 
tion, and I do not think the validity of his election can be impeached 
in this action. All these subsidiary questions, however, are disposed 
of by the Education Act, 1902, First Schedule, B (3), which is exprerely 
directed to preclude questions as to whether the managers have been 
properly appointed. Any other view would, in my opinion, lead to 
lamentable and disastrous results. The contest in this case has raged 
round the status of churchwardens, and if want ef title were a ground 
for impeaching the acts of managers it would be open to any person 
having dealings with them to raice a similar point; and, indeed, any 
tradesman might raise the same question. I think, therefore, that the 
objection, so far as it is founded on the invalidity of the appointment 
of these three gentlemen, fails. That leaves open the first question— 
whether the managers, not having signed the required declaration, were 
qualified to act. The final order provides that there shall be four 
foundation managers, one ex-officio manager, two nominated managers, 
and one co-optative manager, and it states that no person shall be 
entitled to act as foundation manager until he has signed a declaration 
that he is a member of the Church of England. The plaintiff contends 
that that means that the managers cannot act, «nd therefore cannot 
dismiss the plaintiff until they have signed the declaration. The defen- 
dants say that to so read the order is to disregard altogether the worde 
“be entitled to.’ I think some effect muet be given to those words, 
but in my opinion they were not intended to be an absolute prohibition 
upon the managers acting until they had first signed the declaration. 
The action therefore fails, and I must dismies it with costs.—Counsen, 
P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and A. A. Thomas; Clayton, K.C., and 
Edwardes Jones. Soricrrors, Baker &: Nairne ; George Thatcher. 
[Reported by 8. E. Writtams, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Solicitors Ordered to be Struck Off the Rolls. 


May 22.—Rosert Percy Howarp Burcess (convicted at the Notting- 
ham Assizes). 
May 22.—Percivat SutHers Duckwortn (convicted at the Man- 
chester Agrsizes). 
May 22.—Grorce Twett, Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Solicitor Ordered to be Suspended. 


May 22.—Henry Lovisonp, 97 and 99, High-road, Ilford, and 156, 
Strand, London, ordered to be suspended for twelve months. 








Legal News. 


Appoiritments. 

Mr. Samvuet Inctesy Oppte, barrister-at-law, M.B. and M.S. (Edin.) 
has been appointed Coroner and Clerk of the Market of the City and 
Liberty of Westminster, in the place of the late Mr. John Troutbeck. 

Mr. Ernest Bruce Cuartes, barrister-at-law, has been appointed 
Chancellor of the Diocese of Hereford. 





Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Admission. 


Messrs. Wynne Baxter & Keeble, of No. 9, Laurence Pountney-hill, 
Cannon-street, London, have taken into partnership Mr. Tomas 
ALrrep WARBURTON and Mr. Francis Wiutu1AM Baxter, who have both 
been for many years members of the staff. The business will be con- 
tinued under the present style of ‘‘ Wynne-Baxter & Keeble.” 


Dissolution. 


ArtHuR Epwarp ABRAHAMS and Harry GERALD ABRAHAMS, solicitors 
(Michael Abrahams, Sons, & -Co.), 5, Tokenhouse-yard, London, and 
23, Rue Taitbout, Paris. May 20. Such business will be carried on 
in the future by the said Arthur Edward Abrahams and Phineas S. 
Solomon, at the same addresses and under the same style of Michael 
Abrahams, Sons, & Co. [Gazette, May 21. 





General. 


The treasurer and benchers of the Middle Temple (of which Charles 
Dickens was a member) gave an ‘“‘ At Home” on the 17th inst., to 
celebrate the centenary of the birth of the great novelist. Mr. Henry 
F. Dickens, K.C., says the Z'imes, gave two recitations from his 
father’s works, and the choir of the Temple performed an excellent 
programme of music. 

Mr. Justice Neville, referring to the question of lady barristers at 
the Union Society dinner, says the Hvening Standard, said that men 
must not flatter themselves that eloquence would cause them to succeed 
im cases in which they were opposed by lady barristers—unless all the 
good-looking ones were excluded. He narrated how he had materially 
benefited in his worst case through placing his client, a very attractive 
lady, where the judge could obtain a good view of her! 





All LAW CLERKS should read 
the June Issue of 


1 “The Law Clerk.” 


There was a young fellow named Mark, 
Who filled up his spare time as a clerk, 
And, according to rumour, 


Made many a bloomer, 
Until he took in THE LAW CLERK. 


“The Law Clerk,” Published Mon‘hly, Price 2d. 
2/6 p-r Annum, post free. 


“THE LAW CLERK” OFFICES, 55 & 56, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY 


THANET HOUSE, 231-232 STRAND, LONDON, W.C. 
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REVERSIONS PURCHASED. ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 
Forms of Proposal and full informaiion can be obtained at the Society's Ofices. 
W. OSCAR NASH, F.LA., Actuary and Secretary. 

















It is announced that Viscount Cross has been elected president and 
Mr. Montagu Sharp vice-president of the Society of Chairmen and 
Deputy-Chairmen of Quarter Sessions in England and Wales. 


The rules, orders, and scales of costs made by the committee 
nominated by the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster not having 
received the approval of the authority for the time being empowereu 
to make rules for the Supreme Court, says the Z'imes, the Chancellor 
of the Duchy has revoked his order of the 22nd of February, and has 
appointed Monday, the 3rd of June, next to be the day on which the 
said rules, order, and scales of costs shall come into force. 

On Wednesday, on Mr. Justice Darling taking his seat in the King's 
Bench Division, says the Evening Standard, a man addressed him, 
saying the jurors from the Muswell-hill district were labouring under 
a sense of injustice, owing to the frequency of the raids upon them for 
the purpose of providing juries. Some of them had been called eight 
times in six years, five times in three years, and he himself twice in 
two years. His lordship said the judges had nothing to do with the 
summoning of jurors, which was done by the sheriff and his officers, 
who ought to see that the burden did not fall unduly upon any par 
ticular persons. It did appear that too little trouble was taken to 
distribute the duty evenly, and he hoped what he was saying would 
come to the notice of the person responsible—the Sheriff of Middle 
sex. It might be that the list supplied to him was not quite so full as 
it ought to be. 

Professor Harrison Moore, who has been visiting the United States, 
writes (says the current number of the Journal of the Society of Com- 
parative Legislation) :—* The English lawyer in New York will pro 
bably be invited to visit the house of the Bar Association of New York, 
and if he makes use of his opportunity he will find a good many things 
to surprise him. First of all, there is the house itself, the place where 
the profession is at home, its local habitation. There are suites of 
apartments, beautiful in design, decoration, and furniture; a hall in 
which the profession receives any distinguished person whom it delights 
to honour ; consultation rooms and committee rooms, stenographers’ and 
typewriters’ rooms. Here also is a library, one of the most complete 
law libraries in the country, which is open night and day, Sunday and 
holiday! Besides this feature, two others strike the English visitor to 
the library, each of them rather surprising in a country where labour is 
dear. The first of these is the excellence of the attendance. Instead 
of hunting on the shelves or in the catalogue, the student touches an 
electric bell on his table, an attendant is at once by his side, ready to 
receive the slip on which has been written the title of the book or books 
required. If it is necessary to search the catalogue to find where the 
book is, this is done by the staff. Although necessarily but a small 
number of the books in the library are in the reading-room, the system 
of arrangement and the mechanical appliances are so good that seven 
or eight minutes are sufficient to obtain the least accessible of the 
works. Similar facilities exist for the consultation rooms; an electric 
bell communicates with the library from each of them. The other 
feature which struck one was the absence of dust both in the library 
furniture and in the books, and of that musty smell which, dear as 1 
may be to some bibliophiles, is an accessory which most users of a 
library could very well do without. This desirable result is due to 








the regular use of vacuum cleaners. In these two points—rapidity with 
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which books can be obtained by the visitor and wholesomeness—English 
libraries would appear to have a good deal to learn from America, for 
the library of the Bar Association of New York does not stand alone.”’ 





Mr. Justice Avory, responding for the Bench at a dinner given on 
the 17th inst. by the Law and City Courts Committee of the Corpora- 
tion, said, according to the J'imes, they were living in times when 
respect for anything or anybody was rather out of fashion. There 
were certain classes and individuals with whom judges were necessarily 
unpopular. Those classes and individuals in the present day were 
mostly represented by a newspaper or newspapers. One had constantly 
to submit to criticism from a newspaper which one knew was edited by 
a man who either had been or ought to have been sent to prison. He 
then referred to the movement on foot either to transfer the business 
of the London Quarter Sessions to the Central Criminal Court or to 
amalgamate the business of the two courts, and said he was glad to 
know that the corporation had, temporarily at all events, and he hoped 
permanently, put an end to a scheme which in his opinion was un 
workable and was most undesirable. The Central Criminal Court had 
been recognised for years past as the Chief Assize Court of the country. 
Had the proposal been carried out it must have inevitably destroyed 
to a great extent the dignity of that court. Some people might say that 
it was merely a matter of sentiment, but he still regarded the dignity of 
the chief assize court of this country as a matter worthy of considera- 
tion. 


In delivering judgment in an appeal on the 20th inst., Lord Justice 
Vaughan Williams, says the 7'imes, referred to the practice with regard 
to the use of shorthand notes on the hearing of appeals. His lordship 
said that in ordinary appeals from the King’s Bench Division the old 
common law practice still prevailed, that the Court of Appeal should 
use only the judge’s notes of the evidence at the trial. The parties, 
however, had no right to see the judge’s notes before the case came to 
be argued in the Court of Appeal. Speaking for himself, he thought 
that, so long as no shorthand note was taken on behalf of the court, it 
was a grave mistake that the parties should not be allowed to see copies 
of the judge’s notes. It was said that the judge might have made 
observations on the margin of his notes. But no one suggested that the 
original notes should be shewn to the parties; and it might well be 
proper for the judge to direct that the copies should be limited to the 
notes of the evidence and should not include observations which he made 
for his own use. He should himself very much prefer that in all the 
courts, as at present in the Divorce Court, there should be an official 
shorthand writer, a copy of whose notes every litigant should be entitled 
to have at a price which he could reasonably be expected to pay. That 
reform had often been urged, but for some reason it had never yet 
been carried into effect. In the meantime they must do the best they 
could with their present rule. In cases involving scientific evidence, 
where the wealthier of two litigants had had a shorthand note of the 
evidence taken, and it was desirable that that shorthand note should 
be used on the appeal, the court should say that they would rely on the 
a" notes unless the wealthier litigant allowed the other litigant to 
ave a copy of the shorthand notes at a reasonable price. He was 
anxious to let it be known how undesirable he thought the present 
system to be, under which no party could see the judge’s notes, and 
the question of making use of the shorthand notes could only be dealt 
with in each case as it arose. He thought that the reform which he 
suggested could be carried out at small expense. 








Rorat Navy.—Parente thinking of the Royal Navy as a profession 
for their sons can obtain (without charge) full particulars of the regula- 
tions for entry to the Royal Naval College, Osborne, the Paymaster 
and Medical Branches, on application. Publication Department, Gieve, 
ain” & Seagrove, Ltd., 65, South Molton-street, London, W.— 


Way PayRent? Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Lrrrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. "Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 





Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourrep ry Omancrrr. 


ALLIANCE CHEMICAL Co, Ltp.—Oreditore are required, on or before June 21, to send their 
names and addres es, and the particuiars of tneir debts or claims, to George Edward 
Wike, Dane-moor, Bury, Lancaster Butcher & Bariow, Bury, solors for the liquidator 

BARTLETT & Son, LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION )—Creditors jare required, on or 
b.fore May 31, to seud their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
claims to trank N. Tribe and Chas. Bartlett, Albion Chambers, Bristol, liquidator. 

BRITISH BORNEO AND BURMA PETROLEUM SyNDICATE‘ LTD. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQuUIDA- 
TION). — Creditors are required, on or before June 22, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claim;, to Harold A. Searle, 65, 
Loudon Wall, liquidator. 

BRITISH STEEL AND WIRE (o, Lrp—Pet1 for winding-up, presented May 13, directed to 
be heard June 6. Busk & Co, 45, Lincoln's Inn fields, agents for Withington & Co, 
11, Spring gdns, Manchescer, solors to the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach 
Busk & Co, not later than 6 o'clock ia the atternoon of June 4. 

EDUARDO, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 7, to send their names and 
addrerses, and the particulars ot their debts or ciaims, to William Reginald Clemens, 
46, Queen Victoris st, liquidator. 

ENGINEERING INVESTMENT SYNDICATE, LtD.—Petn for winding up, presented May 10 
directed to be heard June 5. Oldman & Co, 3, Harcourt bldgs, Temple, solors for the 
petor. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon ot June 4. 

GrIMEs Bros., Lrp—Creditors are requested, on or before June 10, to send their 
names and addresse-, and the particulars of their depts, to G. H. Boutwood 
Balfour House, Finsbury pymt, liquidator. 

Loco Vapour Gas LicHT Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 29, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to George Edward Haworth, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Manchester, liquidator. 

Moore Bros. (HALIFAX), LtD—Creditors are required, on or before June 18, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Oliver 
Sunderland, 15, Eastcheap. Mayhew & Darling, Abchurch In, solors for the liquidator 

Ou Trust oF GALIctA, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Hicks and Forde, liquidators. 

RAPID CAR CONCESSIONS, LTD—Creditors are required, on or before June 1, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debt« or claims, to Frederick 
William Smith, New inn chmbrs, King st, Gloucester, liquidator. _ 

RICHMOND AND TWICKENHAM SKATING RINK Co, LTD.—Petn for winding up, presented 
May 6, direeted to be heard June 14. at the Vourt House, Garrett In, Wandsworth. 
Wingfiela & Co, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 13. 

TAILORS, LrD.—Creditors are required, on or before Jun: 17, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars ot their debts or claims, to Harry L. Price, Fountain 
st, Manchester, liquidator. : 

THOMA FREE & SONS, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charlies George 
Baron and Charles Matcham, 16, Copthall av. Lawton & Taylor, Surrey st, Strand, 
solors to the liquidators. eee 

WESTWOOD MANOR CoaL AND Tron Co, Ltp (tN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION)—Creditor 
are required, on or before June 17, to send their names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Frank Collis, liquidator. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 21 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Aro TIN SynpiIcaTE, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 14, to send 
the'r names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to Robert 
Stewart, 1Uu5, Moorgate Station chmbrs Speed, Sackville st, Piccadilly, solor for the 
liquidtor. 

BASSAM IL SYNDICATE, LtD.—Petn for winding up, presented May 14, directed to be 
heard June 5 Cohen & Cohen, 2, Finsbury circus, solora for the petnrs. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
June 4. 

F. B. Costa & Co, Lrp.—Petn for winding up, presented May 15, directed to be heard 
June 5 Coward & Co, 30, Mincing In, solors to the petnra. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 4. 

G. D. WengTeR & SON, LrD.—Creditors are required, ou or before June 6, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to B. F. 
He!m, liquidator. 

GREENWAY CLIVE VALE & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
John Williams, Airewas, Burton-on-Trent. Foster & Co, Birmingham, solors for the 
liquidate. 

Lompon BUILDING ESTATES D&VELOPMENT Co, LTD (IN LIQUIDATION),—Creditors are 
required, on or before May 31, to send their names and addresses, and particalars 
of their debts or claims, to Harold John de Courcy Mvore and Maitland Chater, 2, 
Gresham bldgs Ralph Riphael & Co, Voleman st, solors to the liquidator. , 

MERCANTILE MINING AND GENERAL Co, Lip. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors 
are required, on or be ore July 2, to send tneir names and addresses, and the par- 
ticulars of their debts or claims, to Philip Sinders, 62, London Wall Saiaman & Co, 
London Wall, solors to the tiquidator. 

NELL & Topp, LtpD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 30, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Grimwoo!, 133, 
Wool Exchange, Coleman st, liquidator. 

New WHEAL EtizA Consots, Lrp.—Petn for winding up, presented May 13, directed 
to be heard June 5. Lewis, 20, Buckiersbury, solor for the petnr. Notice of appear 
ing must reach the above named not iater than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 4. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales, 

June 11, 13, 27, and July 17.—Mesers. Farrneoraen, Exxis, & Co., at the Mart, at 2: 
Freehold Properties, Residences, Sporting Estates, Building Land, &c. (see advertise- 
ment, back page May 18), 

June and July.—Messrs. Driver, Jonas & Co: Estates, &c. (see advertisement, back 
page, April 6). 

June 12.—Mesers. Epwiw Fox, Bovsrretp, Burwerrs, & Bappetry, at the Mart, at 
2: Freehold Properties and Ground Rents (see advertisement, page iii, this week). 

Jone 12 and July 3.—Mes:rs. Dawret Sarre, Som, & Oaxcey, at the Mart, at 2: Free 
—_ ae Estates, Building Sites, Houses, &o. (see advertisement, back page 
this week). 

July 9.—Mesers. Dawret Sutra, Son, & Oaxter, at Ashford, at 3: Freehold Agrical” 
tural Holdings, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week), 
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Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, May 17. 
BAXTER, JAMES, Liscard, Chester, Ship’s Steward June17 Menzies & Co, Liverpool 
BEARDWOOD, WILLIAM, Liverpool, Cowkeeper June 29 Tyrer & Co, Liverpoo} 
BIRTCHNELL, JOHN, Fulbrook rd, Junction rd, Kentish Town June 18 Henderson, 
Connaught gdos, Muswell Hill 
BLANDFORD, WILLIAM EBENEZER, Dursley, Glos, Farmer June 14 Francillon, Dursley 
BowLy, JouN, Whitehaven, Cumberland June 15 Thompson, Whitehaven 
BOWYER, MARTANNA, Clacton onSea June15 Arnold, Salters’ Hall ct 
BRADY, MARTIN JOHN, Bridgemary, nr Fareham, Hants June 29 Hobbs & Brutton, 
Portsmouth 
BURCHETT, MARIA ANN, Hanworth rd, Hounslow June 16 Woodbridge & Sons, 
Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st 
BOTLER, DANIEL, Kentish Town rd, Kentish Town, Wholesale Newsagent June 15 
Arnatt, John st, Bedford r -w 
Compton, Rt Hon ALWYNE FREDERICK, Audley sq, Mayfair Junel5 Few & Co, 
Surrey si 


t 
Dawson, HANNAB, Bradford Junel7 Atkinson, Brsdford 
DOBEDE, HENRY FREDERIO, Fit: leworth, Suesex June 24 Peake & Co, Bedford row 
DoveLas, THOMAS, Bury, Lancs Confectioner June15 Howarth & Son, Bury 
DowsoN, HaNNAH SUSANNAH, Amherst av, West Ealing June 24 Dowson & Co, 


Surrey st 

Dupors, ELIZA,Byrom rd, Ealing Junei18 Lidiard & Co, 7, St James at 

EDWARDS, DacRE GEoRGE, Fenchurch st June 29 Culross & Holt, Mincing In 

FARRAR, ELLEN, Brighouse, Yorks June 14 Barber & Jessop, Brighouse 

Fre.p, Admiral EDWARD, CB, Gosport June 15 Miller, Gosport 

Fos, CAMILLA ELLEN, Bournemouth June 17 E‘kin & Henriques, Salters’ Hall ct 

FULLER, STEPHEN DRAKE, Inverness ter June 17 Williamson & Co, Sherborne In 

GREEN, LAWRENCE, Derby June 24 Sale & Son, Derby 

GREGORY, HENRY, Sheffield, Brush Manufacturer June 29 Branson & Son, Sheffield 

HALL, JOHN, Hull July1 Locking & Co, Hull 

MALL, JANE, Hull July 1 Locking & Co, Hull 

HiLL, M#RGARET ROEBUCK, Croydon June 24 Baynes, Dartford 

AITCHMAN, ALFREv WILLIAM SPeNCk, Weymouth June 29 De Gex, Wevmouth 

HoaRE, WALTER MARSHAM, Colkirk Rectory, Norfolk June 15 Thicknesse & Hull, 
Little College st, Westminster 

HOFFNUNG, ABRAHAM, Holypor , Berks July 1 Davies & Co, Great James st 

HOUGHTON, ALICE, Brindle, nr Choriey,Lanc July 15 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster 
Office 

HOvLE, AMELIA, Leicester May 21 Neill & Dawson, Bradford 

Hoye, Josepu. Bradford May 21 Neill & Dawson, Bradford 

JACKSON, MARION HELEN, Boston Spe, Yorks July1 North & Sons, Leeds 

JENKINS, WILLIAM JOHN, Retford, Engineer June 15 Clay, Retford 

JoiceY., Rt Hon MARGUERITE SMYLES Baroness, Ford Castle, Northumberland June 30 
Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle upon Tyne 

KENDzIoR, THOMAS, Caterham June 30 Mott & Son, Bedford row 

LANGHAM, SELINA ANNF, Hove June 14 Dawson & Sart, Uckfleld 

LYSAGHT, CAROLINE, Richmond, Surrey June 15 Young & Co, Laurence Pountney 
hill, Cannon st 

amas ~~ MARIE CORNELIE, Winton, Bournemouth June 15 Dickinson=& Co, Poole, 

rset 
7, Moortown, Leeds, Licensed Victualler June 17 Lupton & Fawcett, 
8 


ee > ~ oa Dudley, Worcester June 1 Bonser & Dawes, Oldbury, nr Bir- 

mingham 

‘or | SAMUEL BUENO DE, Dartmouth rd, Brondesbury July 16 Smith, Bed- 
ord row a i 

MONCKTON, EMILY MaRy, Church rd, Upper Norwood July 1 Radford & Frankland, 
Chancery In 

ere Mrs. ELIZABETH, Dorking, Surrey June 5 Metcalfe & Co, New sq, Lincoln 


inn 
NICHOLSON, EDWARD WILLIAMS BYRON, Golspie, Oxford, Bodley's Librarian June 22 
March & Co, Manchester 
os. pe. Canklow, nr Rotherham Yorks June 17 Wightman & Parker, 
ie. 


PORTER, FRANCES AMELIA, Worthing July1 Jarson & Co, College hill 

PorTER, GEORGE EDWARD, Worthing July 1 Janson & Co, Colle:e hill 

RaBUS, AUGUSTA MATILDA APPOLLONIA, Clewer Junel5 Hallowes & Carter, Bedford 
row 

Rew, ELEANOR HOLE, Exeter July 1 Munday, Plymouth 

ae. - puaed NAPIER, Norrey rd, Putney June 17 Rogers & Co, Victoria st, West- 
Tminster 








ChelfeaBank 


TheAriftocFat among letter-papers 


It commends itself to those who demand a 
dignified and exclusive stationery. Chelsea 
Bank appeals by its soft azure tone: it 
establishes itself by its delightful writing 
surface. @, Chelsea Bank has the toughness 
of parchment, the crispness of a new bank- 
note. It is made from the finest linen, and is 
suitable for home and foreign correspond- 
ence. Chelsea Bank Envelopes are well and 
securely made and cemented on the flap 
with pure gum arabic. Chelsea Bank is 
made in 6 fashionable sizes. 

NOTEPAPER. 
ALBERT .. . 1/6 per 5 quires 
DUCHESS.. . 10 , / 
POST 8vo. '. 1/9 


” 


* 
DUES «ss s Be » 2/- 
2 ¢ 
2 


ENVELOPES. 
1/3 per hundred 
1/3 


LARGE 8vo. ew 2/- 
EMPEROR S « 2/- 


Order of Your Stationer 


Samples free from 


W. H. SMITH & SON 


Wholesale and Manufacturing Stationers, 
Kingsway, London, W.C. 














SALMON, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Cambridge June1l8 Vinter, Cambridge 

SANDERSON, FRANCIS WILLIAM, Margate Jue24 Syrett & Sons, Finsbury pymt 

SINCLAIR, JESSIE, Upper B dford p) June 18 Tickner, Grays inn sq 

SPILLER, GEORGE, Taunion Forthwith Spiller, Taunton 

SPAPLETON, See, Market veepinz, Lincoln, Solicitor June 30 Stapleton & Son, 
Stamiorc 

TEMPLEMAN, AGYES, Seaford, Sussex June 30 Hillman, Lewes 

HOMAS, pune ivor, Stoneycroft, Liverpool, Physician June1 Thomas & Co, Liver- 
poo 

THOMPSON, WILLIAM, Penrith, Farmer June 18 Cant & Fairer, Penrith 

Topp, RoBERT, Barton, Westmoreland, Farmer June 6 Scott & ©o, Penrith 

TURNER, HARRIET JEAN, Torquay, Devon June 27 Ellis & Co, Portland Huuse, Basing- 


all st 
Vout, NN, Coltishall, Norfolk June15 Leathes & Co, Norwich 
WADE, CATHERINE, Dnecaster Junel4 Atkinson & Son, Doncaster 
WASSELL, EMMA SELINA, Hillingdon, Middlx Juvel5 Ga‘diner & Sons, Uxbrid;e 
WHITEHEAD, JANE, Newhey, nr Roc@ale June 14 Standring & Co, Kochdale 
WILLIAMS, MuTA Rosetta Honor, Great Waidingfield, Suffolk May sl Steed & Steed 
Sudbury, Suffolk 








Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faivay, May 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bovayr, Grorer, Ashford, Kent, Grazier Canterbury 
Pet May 10 May 10 
Caste, Samunt, Jan, Burnham Market, Norfolk, Plumber 
Norwic! May 18 Ord May 13 
Comex, Max, Great alie st, Aldgate. Tobacco Dealer High 
Pet April 26 Ord May 14 
Ctaytor, Tuomas Herseat, Littlehampton, Dealer in 
Motors Brighton Pet April1é6 Ord May 13 
Daviss, Vincent C, Vicarage parade, Tottenbam, Account- 
ant Hieh Court Pet April 25 Ord May 14 
Dorriztp, Tuomas, Smethwick, Fruiterer West Bromwich 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Fass, Masta, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet May 2 
ay 
Fix, Water Herpert, and Witttam James KwapMax, 
Onn ‘one, Dorset, Builders Poole Pet} May 13 
ay 
Goon, Groroe, Wylde Green, Warwick, Builder Birming- 
Pet May2 Ord May 13 
Gazzx, Watren Henry, Hereford Hereford Pet May 
uss ir Gout hhwick 8 T 
y y t , Sussex i 
nt 21 Ord e's » Trainer Brighton Pet 
OUR, wis, Dean, nr Charlbury, Oxford, F 
<1 Pet May 18 Ord eee 
x, Auten Avery, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Fish 
Ipswich Pet May 15 Ord May 15 x ee 
Hovzts Groner Jous, Swansea, Cab Proprietor Swansea 
Ronee aae Rete Bult, Bo 
AM Hewry, i tmak: 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 : ll casi 





Jones, ‘Witt1am, Bank Cilrhedyn, Carmarthen, Farmer | 
rthen Pet May14 Ord May 14 

Laruam, Jouy Epuonp, Birmingham, Lock Manufacturer | 
Birmingham Pet April 29 Ord May 14 } 

Lewis, Witutam, Blaenclydach, Glam, Collier Pontypridd | 
Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

LirtLewoop, Liovet, Ashstead, nr Epsom, Surrey, Builder 
Croydon Pet April26 Ord May 14 

Lyons, Joux, Costessey, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler | 
Norwich Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

McCartny, Wittram Atraep, South Tottenham, Chemist 
Edmonton Pet May2 Ord May 13 

Moztey, Caaries Fuepericx, Winchester st, Pimlico 
High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Newitt, Hewry, Leicester, Builder Leicester Pet May 
13 Ord May 18 

Noyce, Cuaries, Kingeomborne, Southampton, Saddler 
Southampton Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Owen, Lewis J, Curzon st, Mayfair High Court Pet Mar 
21 Ord May 15 


Puituips, Eowarp, King st, Cheapride, Accountant High 
Court P-tMayi4 Ord May 14 

Porroxs, Wituiam, Orpington, Kent, Cattle Dealer Croy- 
don Pet April 19 — 14 

Sarrn, Liry Patrie, Keighley, Yorks Bradford Pet May 
13 Ord May 13 

Tavuiss, Isaac Evas, Warwick, Builder Warwick Pet 
May 15 Ord May 15 

Tayvior, Witi1am, Wirksworth, Derby, Farmer Derby 
Pet May 10 Ord May 13 

Tomas Lozwy & Co, Moor lane, Carpet Importers High 
Court Pet May 6 Ord May 13 

Witutam, Lianfyrnach, Pembroke, Poultry 

Farmer Carmarthen Pet May 2 Ord May 15 

Tusxipee, Witt1am Epauunp, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Builder 





Chelmsford Pet April 23 Ord May 15 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 14: 


Caartwoop, Artaur Samver, Manchester Manchester 

Pet April 3 Ord May 10 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Ainsworta, Witi1am Hareisoy, Hornchurch, Esrex, Cycle 
Agent May 29at lz Off Ree, 14, Bedford row 

Bovank, Geores, Ashford, Kent, Grazier May 25 at 10.15 

Ree, 68a, Castile st, Canterbury 
Bosxs, Freep, Capstone, Mellor, Derbyshire, Mechanical 
eer June7 at 3 Off Rec, 6, Vernon st, Swck- 

por 

Cuattwoop, Aetaur Samvuet, Manchester May 25 at 11.15 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Craytox, THomas Hereeat, Littl hamptov, Dealer ia 
Motors May 25 at 11 Off Rec, 124, Marlborough 
pl, Brighton 

Cours, Max Great Alie st. Aldgate, Tobacco Dealer May 
30at1 Bankru bldgs, Carey st 

Daviss, Vincent C, Tottenham, Accountant May 30 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidge, Carey st 

Donson, Froaence Eveanor, Chester May 25 at 11.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Gauriecp, Atrurp Kew» at, Southend on Sea, Ironmonger 
May 29 »t 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Garrett, Wiettam Taoaxe, Westcliff on Sea June 6 
at 2.30 Shire Hall, Uhelmsford 

Guity, G, Sout. wick, Sussex, Trainer May 29 at 11.39 
Off Ree, 124, Mariborough pl, Brighton 

Haroreaves, Dyson, Burnley, Lancs, Weaver May 25 
at 10.40 Off Ree, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Hearn, Frorence, Sketty, nr Swansea, Baker May 30 
at 11 Off Rec, Gove.nment bidgs St Mary st, Swan- 


sea 
Horrex, Attew Aver, Woodbridge, Suffolk, Fishmonger 
May 28 at 2.45 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 
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Husraaeys, Eowarao Avxovs, Manchester, Physician 

May 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Krraos, Hewny. Clayton, Lancs May 2atil Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Les, Jouw Wititam, Thornaby 
May 30 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbra, 
Mid4Alesbrough 

Lewis, Wiecram, Blaenclydach, Glam, Collier May 29 at 
11.15 Off Rae, St Catherine's chm rs, 8¢ Cacherine st, 
Pontypridd 

Loxes, Taomwas, Didsbury, Manchester, Tailor 
10.30 Of Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 

Mereorra, Atsear Eowaav, Manchester, Accountant 
May 25at 10.45 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Meaevira, W E, Gwenncsegurwen, Glam, Master Baker 
May 29 at 245 Off Rec, Government bidga, St Mary's 
st, Swansea 

Moore, Eowaap Taomas, Kingston on Thames, Bricklayer 
May 29at11 13%, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Moz-ey, Caantes Fasoeniox, Winchester st Belgrave rd, 
Pimlico May 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Newitt, Hswav, Leicester, Builder May 25 at 1L OF 
Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Noyce, Cuaaces, Kingsomborne, Southampton, Saddler 
May 29 at 11 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 
at, Southampton 

Owen, Lewis J, Curzon st, Mayfair Bank 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Parttirs, Eowann, King st, Cheapsids, Axcoustant 
29 at tl Bankruntey bidgs, Carey st 

Surra, Lity Parris, Keighley, Yorks May 25 at 11 
Rec, 1?, Duke s*, Bradfore 

Tuomas Lozwy & Co, Moor lo, Carpet Importers 
29 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey at 

Watxer, Lewis Avaverus Lee on the Solent, Hants Ma 
2at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portemout 

Waewrs, Joux Ropert. Marliogford, Norfolk, 
Draper May 25 at 12.30 Off Rec, ®, King st, Norwich 

Wooo, ‘Aetavra Eawest, Westcliff on Sea, Builder June 
5at2 Shire Hall, Che!msford 


on Tees, Yorks, Tailor 


May 25 at 


May 29 at 11 
May 

or 
May 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Apevuetm, Ricwaro, Farepern 
Eowarp Scawerrzea Antnaeim, 
and Export Merchants High Court 
May 14 

Arsswoatn, Wittram Harnareow, Hornchurch, Essex, Cycle 
and Motor Agent Chelmsford Pet Mar 22 Ord 
May 14 

Bovawe, Georor, Ashford, Kent,Grazier Canterbury Pet 
May 10 Ord May 10 

Baowse, Ociver Georor, 
High Court Pet Mar 6 

Casue, Sauvuen, jun, Burnham Market, 
Norwich Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Caywtnoroyw, Anravua Saetueroiwe, St James st 
Curt Pet Mar26 Ord May 15 

Cuatrwoop, Aatuura Samuet, Manchester 
Pet April 3 Ord May 14 

Crayros, THomas Hersert, Littlehampton, Dealer in 
Motors Brighton Pet Aprillé Ord May !5 

Comex, Max, Great Alie st, Aldgate, Tobacco Dealer High 
Court Pet April26 Ord May 15 

Coie, Arrava Grey McCaury, Elgin ct, Eigin av 
Court Pet Mar20 Ord May l4 

Durrieto, Taomwss, Smethwick, Staffs, Freuiterer 
Bromwich Pet May 14 Ord May l4 

F.eun, Wacrer Heresear, and Witttam Jawes Kvarmas, 
Branksome, Pople. Dorset, Builders Poole Pet 
May 13 Ord May 13 

Faves, James, Strand, Builder 
Ord May 11 

Gauriaty, Atragp Kewpatt, 
Ironmong?r Che'msford 

Geronar, Joux, Worm-aood st, 
Couct Pet Mar 27 

Gorvos, Wittras 
Poole Pet April 12 

Garren, Watrea Lenny, 
Ord May 14 

Hattiwent, Ema, 
Pet April 13 Ord May 14 

Haatiw, Axx, Worcester, Tobiccoaist 
May 2 Ord May 14 

Howove. Epwix, Dean 
Oxford Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Hoarex, Autew Avery, Vootbriige, Suffolk, Fishmonger 
Ipswich Pet May15 Ord May 15 


Berraoiy Apexuiem, and 
Lloyds av, Import 
Pet Mari5 Ord 


Aldermins House, Bishopsgate 
Ord May 14 


Norfolk, Plumber 
High 


High 


High Court Pet Oct 18 
Southend on Sea, 
Pet April 12 Ord May 13 
Draper’s Valuer High 
Ord May 11 

Dovetas, B nena, 
Ord May 15 
Hereford Hereford 


Musician 
Pat May 14 
St Annes on the Sea, Lancs Preston 
Worcester Pet 
nr Charlbury, Oxford, Farmer 


Albert rd, | 





| Sissovs, Haeotp, New ct, 


| Tauxtss, Isaac 


Travelling | 


Manchester | 


West | 


Essox, | 


Hosxtws, Geoacs Joay, a Cab Proprietor Swansea | 
Pet May 15 Ord May 15 
Howey, Witttam Heway, Builth, 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Jones, Wrettam, Bank-Cilrhedyn, Carmar‘h2n, 
Carmarthen Pet May 14 Ord May 14 
Lewis, Wiccram, Blasnclydach, Glamorgan, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 13 Ord’ May 13 

Lyons, Jons, Costessey, Norfolk, Licensel Victualler 
Norwich ’ Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Meaevorra, Atsear Eowaagp, Manchester, 
Manchester Pet May 10 Ord May 13 

Mozcey, Cuaates Feevericx, Winchester st, 
High Court Pet May 15 Ord May 15 

Newitt, Heway, Lviceser, Builder Leicester Pet May 13 
Ord May 13 

Noyce, Caaates, Kingsom»orne, Southampton, Saddler 

South: ampton Pet May 13 Ord May 13 

Patuiies, Eowarp, King st, Cheapside, Accountint High 
Court Pet Miy 14 Ord May 14 

Rawktys, Lewis Harney James, Ludgate sq, Fancy Goods 
Dealer High Court Pet April 12 Ord May 11 

Rowcanpsox, Wiitram, Queen’s rd, Forest Hill, 7 
cial Traveller High Court Pet Aprill16é Ord Ma 

Lincoln’s ian, Publisher Hi 
Court Pet Aprill9 Ord May13 

Surra, Liry Parris, Keighley, Yorks 
May 13 Ord May 13 

Evayx, Warwick, Buildsr 
May 15 Ord May 15 

Wii's, Jous G M, st James’ st 
26 Ord May 13 

Witvoveusy, Lewis, Orange st, Haymirket 
Pet Mar 20 Ord May 13 

Witsos, Faaysx Caances, Marchmont st, 
Grocer High Court Pet April 17 Ord May 11 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 3. 


Wuaxer, Cart Orro, and Roseat Avecer, Ald-ragate st 
Merchants High Court Pet May 1 Ord May 1 


Londow Gazette,—TOURSDAY, May 21. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ASHWORTH, JOHN, Burnley, Beamer Burnley Pet May 17 
Ord May 17 

ATKINS, JoHN Westwoop, Manchester st, 
Court Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

BEASLEY, JouNn, Leicester Leicester 
May (7 

BourRN, WILLIAM HENRY, 
May 18 Ord May 18 

CLARKSON, JAMES, Heaton Moor, 
Manager Stockport Pet May 16 

CROMAR, ALEXANDER Bruce, and 
CROMAR, Pembroke, Vrapers Pembroke 
May 16 Ord May 16 

Currig, JOHN WILLIAM Hevyry, Horshium, 
High Court Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

Fesritivs, Count ANDOR MARCUS, Piccadilly 
Pet April2s Ord May 17 

Faita, GeorGE, Great Grimsby, Hawker 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

GaRarp, Henry, Bournemouth, 
May 16 Ord May 17 

HILL, CHARLES, New River cres, Palmer's Green, 
Hign Court Pet April 24 Ord M ‘7 

JEFFERY, FxepzRic Groras, Redclilf, Bristol, Vil Dealer 
Bristol Pet April 22 Ord May 16 

JOHNSON, JOHN, Castle Donington, Leicester, 
Dealer Leicester Pet May 18 Ord May 18 

JONES, WILLIAM GRIFFITH, Blaexau Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Rockmyn Portmadoc Pet May 16 Urd May 16 

KELLAM, JOSEPH HENRY, Caritoa hill, Nottingham, 
Carter Nottingham Pet May 17 Ord May 17 


Bootmaker Nawtowa 


Farmer 


Accountant 


Pimlico 


Bradford Prt 
Warwick Pet 
High Court Pet Mar 


High Court 


Builder High 
Ord 


Pet 


Pet May 3 
Bolton, Painter Bolton 
Lancs, Yarn Agent's 
Ori May 16 
Geo.we DUTAIE 
Dock Pet 
Gardener 
High Court 
Great Grimaby 
Povle Pet 


Draper 


Jeweller 


Hardware 


| Natssitt, Harry, Loftus, 


Bloomsbury, | 


FRITH, GEORGE, Great Grimsby, Hawker 





MaaGson, ALFRED, Bishop Aucklani, Durham, Piumber 
Durham Pet May 16 Ord May 16 ’ 

MANUEL, ALFRED ALLNER, Parkstone, Poole, Dorset, 
Cab net Maker Poole Pet May 16 Ord May 16 
MARKHAM, JONATHAN, HENR’, MARKHAM, and CHARLES 

KIRK, Great Grimsby, Buiiders Grea, Grimsby Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 
MARSHALL, GEORGE, Blyton, 

Pet May 17 Ord May 17 
MARSIN, FREDERICK, Swinethorpe, nr Snelland, Farmer 
Lincoln vet May 18 Ord May 18 
MATTHEWS, WILLIAM JAMES, Nottingham, Lace Manu- 
facturer, Notti.gham Pes May 6 Ord May 17 


Lincoln, Farmer Lincoln 


MITCHELL, JOSEPH, Great ,Grimsby. oa Labourer 
Great Grimsby Pet May 17 Ord May 1 

jog an taille on 
Tees Pet April 24 Ord May 1 

PoyNTER, CLAUDE KIs3uR, Eaton ie Ealing, Brentfor! 
Pet Mar 15 Ori May 17 

SmitH, THOMAS, jun, Prestatyn, Flint, Wime Merchant’ 
Manaser Bangor Pet Fe» 27 Ord May 17 

WAINWRIGHT, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Whittington Moor, 
eg Labourer Chesterfisid Pet May 18 Ord 

\ 


| WARVE, ALBERT ERNEST, Finedon, Teamgten, Grocer 
17 


Northampton Pet Miy 17 Ord May 
WHITEHE\D, E Mortimer, Carlton ease, Regent st 
H'gh Court Pet Mar16 Ord May 16 
WrNNe, THOMAS, Knighton, Radnor, 
Leoninster Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
ZEALAND, FRED, Wrangle, Lincoln, Market Gardener 
Boston Pet Mayi5 Ord May 15 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ATKINS, JoHN WesTWooD. Manchester st, Builder 
3tat12 Sankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

BARDSLEY, JOHN, Plymouth, Grocer May 30 jat 3.30 7, 
Buckland ter, Ply mout. 

BeASLEY, JOHN, Leicester May 29 at 3 Off Rec, 1, 
Berridge st, Leicester 


Cyach Builder 


May 


| CABLE, SAMUEL, jun. Burnham Market, Norfolk, Plumber 
h 


May 29atlz Off Rec, 8, Kings’, Norwich 

CuRRIE JOHN WILLIAM HENRY, Horsham, Gardener May 
39 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

DUTFIELD, THOM 48, Smethwick, Staffs, Fruiterer 
at iz Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 
ham 

EowWARps, Josepu, Stoneycroft, Liverpool, Greenzrocer 
May 30atil Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpo >) 

EVANS, WILLIAM, Egiwysbach, Dsnbigh, Butchér May 29 
at12 Crypt chmbrs, Cnester 

Festitics, Count ANDOR Makows, Piccadilly May 31 at 
11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FIRTH, MARIA Bradford,Grocer Muay 29at 11 Off Rec, 
12, Duke st, Bradford 

FisH, WALTER HERBERT and WILLIAM JAMES KNAPMAN, 
Branksome, Poole. Dorset Bui.dsra May 30 at 2.30 
100, High st (firs: floor), Poole 


May 31 
Bir.ning- 


May 29 at 11 
Oif Rec, St Mary's chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

GARARD, HENRY, Bournem uth, Draper May 31 at 12 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmb:s, High st, Southampton 

Goop, GrorGk, Wylde Green, Warwick, Builder May 31 
at 11.3) Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, B.r- 
mingham 

HALL, WILLIAM HENRY, and HUGH MOUNTSEER LAwsoy, 
King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Builders May 29at1 Off Rec, 
8, King st, Norwich 

— CHARLES, New River cres, Palmer's Green, Jeweller 

May 31 at 11.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hoxour, Epwin, Dew, ne Cuarlbury Oxford, Farmer 
May 29 at 12 1, 8t Aldates, Oxrord 

HOSKINS, GEORGE JOHN, Swansea, Cab Proprietor May 30 
at 11.30 Of Rec, Government bidgs, St Mary's st, 
Swansea 


| HOWELL, WILLIAM Henry, Builth, Bootmaker June 1 at 


22, Swan hill, Sarewsbury 
stle Donington, Leicester, Hardwar: 
Off Rec, 1, Barridge st, 


12.30 Off Rec, * 

Joussos, JOHN, © 
Dealer May 29 at 3.3) 
Leicester 

JONES, WILLIAM, Bank Cilrhedyn, Carmarthen. Farmer 
May 29 at 12.39 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

JonES, WILLIAM, Bazillt, Flint, Licensed Victualler May 
39 at 12 Crypt chmors, Chester 

LATHAM, JOHN EDMUND, Birmingham, Lock Manufacturer 
May 31 at 14.3) Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation 8b, 
Birmingham 

LITTLEWOOD, LIONEL, Ashtead, Surrey, Builder May 30 
at 1) 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Lyoss, JOHN, Costessey, Norfolk, Licensed Victualler 
May 29at123) Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich ‘ 

MOCARTHY, WILLIAM ALFRED. West Green rd, Souta 
Tottennam, Chemis) May 31 at3 Off Rec, 14, Bed- 
ford row 

MANUEL, ALFRED ALLNER, Parkstone, Poole, Dorset, 
Cabinet Maker May 30 at 3.15 1lv0, High st (first 
floor), Poole 

MARKHAM, JONATHAN, HARRY MARKHAM, and CHARLES 
KIRK, Great Grimsbs, Builders May 29 at 11.30 Off 
Re:;, St Mary's chmors, Great Grimsby 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MooRGatTtTzm 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED in 890. 


SrRswsmT, LONDPDonm, 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Upwards of 650 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 


Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases ur Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, 


app'ication. 


will be sent oa 


POOLING INSURANCE. 
The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 


a perfected Mutual system. 


APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS. 
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LAW FIRE 





INSURANCE SOCIETY LIMITED, 
No. 414, Chancery Lane, London, W.C. 





BON DS —The Directors desire to specially draw the attention of the Legal Profession to the fact that the Fidelity 
—_————o Guarantee Bonds of this Society are accepted by His Majesty’s Government and in the High Court of Justice. 


Fire. Personal Accident and Disease. 


Domestic Servants. 


Burglary. Fidelity Guarantee. 


Property Owners’ Indemnity. 


Third Party. 


Workmen's Compensation, including 
Plate Glass. 





DIRECTORS— 


CHARLES PLUMPTRE JOHNEON, Exsq.. J.P., Chatrman (formerly of Johnson, Raymond-Parker & Co., Lincoln's Inn). 
ROMER WILLIAMS, Esq., D.L., J.P. Vice-Chairman (Williams & James), Norfolk Hovee, Thames Embankment. 


GEORGE FRANCIS BERNEY, Esq. (Corsellis & Berney), Lincoln’s Inn Fields, 
H. D. BEWES. —% (Bewes & Dickinson), Stonehouse, Plymouth. 

EY, Esq. (Frere, Cholmeley & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
UND FRANCIS BLAKE CHURCH, Esq. (Church, Adams & Prior), Bedford Row. 
EBROTHER, Esq. (Fladgate & Co.), Craig's Court, Charing Cross. 
HENRY LEFEVRE FARRER, Esq. (Farrer & Co.), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
E. 8. FREELAND, Esq. (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne’s Gate, 


. BE . E 
L, C, CHOLMEL 
EDM 
F. E. BE. FAR 


Westminster. 


Cc, W. GRAHAM, Esq. (Lawrence, Graham & Co.), Lincoln's Inn, 
W. A. T. HALLOWES, Eq. (Hallowes & Carter), Bedford Row. 
EDWIN HART, Bn, Ove , Brodie, & Hart), Bedford 


E.CARLETON H 8 
FRANCIS REGINALD JA 5 


Row, R, 
.(formerly of E. Carleton Holmes, Son,& Fell), Bedford Row. . 
Esq. (Gwynne James & Son), Hereford. ¥. an See 
HARRY W. LEE, — (Lee, Bolton & Lee), The Sanctuary, Westminster. 
DILLON R. L. LOWE, Esq. (Lowe & Co.), Temple Gardens. 

FREDERICK STUART MORGAN, Esq. (Saxton & Morgan), Somerset Street. 


SECRETARY—H. T. OWEN LEGGATT. 


Westminster. 


JOHN DOUGLAS PEEL 





E. TREVOR LL. WILLI 





Sir RICHARD NICHOLSON (Nicholson, Patterson & Freeland), Queen Anne's Gate, 


WILLIAM NOCTON, Esq., D.L., J.P. (Nocton & Sons), Great Marlborough Street. 
RONALD PEAKE, Freq. (Peake, Bird, Collins & Co.), Bedford Row. 


, Esq. (Morrell, fon & Peel), Oxford, 


THOMAS RAWLE, Eeq. (Rawle, Johnstone & Co.), Bedford Row. 

J. E. W. RIDER, Esq. (Rider, Heaton & Wigram), Lincoln's Inn. — 
GEORGE L. STEWART, Esq. (Lee & Pembertons), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
The Right Hon. LORD STRATHEDEN AND CAMPBELL, Bruton Street, 
J. PERCEVAL TATHAM, Esq. (Tatham & Procter), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 
W. TWEEDIE, Esq. (A. F. & R. W. Tweedie), Lincoln's Inn Fields. 


RS, Esq. (Walters & Co.), Lincoln's Inn. 


Sir HENRY ARTHUR WHITE, C.V.O. (A. & H. White), Great Marlborough Street 
E. H. WHITEHEAD, Esq. (Burch, Whitehead & Davidsons), Spring Gardens. 


AMS, Esq., J.P., Clock House, Byfleet, Surrey. 


ASSISTANT SECRETARY—ARTHUR E. C. WHITE. 


This Society, consequent on its close connection with, and exceptional experience of the requirements of, the Legal Profersion, INVITES 


APPLICATIONS FOR AGENCIES FROM SOLICITORS, TO WHOM IT 
iness on the most favourable terms. It enjoys the highest reputation for prompt and libera! settlement of claims. 
Forms and full information may be had at the Society’s Office, 


offered to the Pelicy Holders is unsurpassed by any of the leading Insurance Companies. 


IS ABLE TO OFFER SPECIAL FACILITIES for the transaction of Insurance 


Prospectuses and Proposal 


‘The business of the Society is confined to the United Kingdom, and the security 








MARRIAN, HAROLD G, Twickenham, Architect May 31 at 
12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford ruw 

Porton, WILLIAM, Orpington, Kent, Cattle Dealer May 
30at 12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Press, ALFRED HENRY, liminster, Cycle Dealer May 29 
at 3.15 8, Hammet st, Taunton 

SADLER, EDWARD CHARLES Pops, Twickenham, Provision 
Merchant May 30 at 3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

SCHROEDER, JOHN AUGUSTUS, Ramsden Bellhouse, nr 
Billericay, Essex, Nurseryman May 30 at 12 Off Rec, 
14, Bedford row 

STEEL, CHARLES Henry, Bradford, Electric Engineer 
May 30at3 117, St ‘ ary st, Car.tiff 

TALLIss, Isaac EVAN, Wa:wick, Builder May 29 at 11.15 
Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventr: 

THOMAS, WILLIAM, Liatpenedh, Pembrokeshire, Poultry 
Farmer May 30 at 12.30 Off Kec, 4, Queen st, Car- 
marthen 

WHITEHEAD, E MORTIMER, Carlton House, Regent st, 
May 29 at 12 ba: kruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

WILLIAMS, JOHN, Holyhead, Grucer May 29 at 12.30 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

ZEALAND, FRED, Frieston, Lincs, Market Gardener June 
4atl2.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ASHWORTH, JOHN, Burnley, Beamer Burn'ey Pet May 17 
Ord May 17 





ATKINS, JOHN WESTWOOD, Manchester st, Builder High 
Court Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

BOURN, WILLIAM, HENRY, Bolton, Painter Bolton Pet 
May 18 Ord May 18 


CLARKSON, JAMES, Heaton Moor, Lancs, Yarn Agent's 


Manager Stockport Pet May 16 OUid May 16 


COLLINSON, WILLIAM BooTH, Manchester, Manufacturer's 


Agent Manchester Pet April 11 Ord May 17 

CRAZE, CHARLES EDWARD, Totteridge, Lierts, Farmer 
barnet Pet Marl5 Ord May 16 

CURRIE, JOHN WILLIAM HENRY, Horsham, Gardener Hi_h 
Court Pet May 17 O:d May 17 

DaviIss, VINCENT CAKL MONTAGUE, Totter ham, Accoun- 
tant Hich Court Pet Apiil 25 O:id May 15 

FLSEY, BERTRAM CHARLES, Needham, nr Harleston, 
Norfolk, Foult'y Dealer Ipswiih Pet Apri] 20 Ora 
May 18 

FIRTH, ‘MARIA, Bradford Bradford Pet May 2 Ord 

ay 16 


FIRTH, GEORGE, Great Grimsby, Hawker Great Grimsby 
Pet May 14 Ord May 14 

HEINEMANN, ARTHUR, Bayham pl, Mornington cres, 
High Court Pet Sep 20 Ord May 17 

HUMPHREYS, EDWARD ANGUS, Broadbottom, Chester, 
Physician Ashton under Lyne Pet April 19 Ord 
May 16 

JOHNSON, JOHN, Castle Donington, Leicester, Hariware 
Dealer Leicester Pet May18 Ord May 18 





2035rd Year of the Office. 























FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 





Heap Orrice: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASE 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


PLATE GLASS, 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


4. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


JOHNSON, M CHARLES, Seagrave rd, West Brompton, 
| Middix, Salesman High Court Pet Mar 27 Ord 
May 17 
JONES, WILLIAM GRIFFITH, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, 
Rockman Portmadoc Pet May 16 O:d May 16 
| KELLAM, JOSEPH HENRY, Nottingham, Carter Notting- 
ham Pet May 17 Ord May 17 
LATHAM, JOHN EDMUND, Birmingham, Leck Manu- 
facturer Birmingham Pet April29 Ord May 16 
LITTLEWOOD, LIONEL, Ashtead, Surrey, Builder Croydon 
Pet April 25 Ord May 17 
MAGSON, ALFRED, Bishop Ai ckland, Durlam, Plumber 
Durham Pet May 16 Ord May 16 


MARKHAM, JONATHAN, HENRY MARKHAM, and CHARLES 
KIkK, Great Grimsby, Builders Great Grimsby Pet 
May 14 Ord May 14 

| MARSHALL, GEORGE, Blytcn, Lincoln, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

MARTIN FREDERICK, Swinethorpe, nr Sielland, Farmer 

Lincoln Pet May 1% Ord May Is 
| MITCHELL, JosEPH, Gre t Grimsby, Pontoon Labourer 
Great Grimsby Pet May 17 Ord May 17 

NAIsBi1T, HARRY, Loftus, Yorks, Juiner Stockton on 

Tees Pet Aprii24 Ord May 17 
| Porton, WILLIAM, Orpington, Kent, Cattle Dealer Croy- 
| don Pet Apriliy Ord May 18 


The Oldest Insurance Office in the World | *4™U¥15, 8, Audrey House, Ely pl, Jeweller's Factor 


SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


High Court Pet April 3 Ord May 16 
| SANDFORD, WILLIAM H, Whitehall ct, Whitehall High 
Court Pet Mar 29 Ord May 16 
THOMAS, WILLIAM, Trelech, Llanfyrnach, Pembroke, 
| Poultry Farmer Carmarthen Pet May2 Ord May 17 
| TRUEMAN, ALFRED WILLIAM KFELSON, Shaftesbury av 
Music Hali Agent High Court Pet April x3 Ord 
May 15 
WAINWRIGHT, JOSEPH WILLIAM, Whittington Moor 
Derby, Labourer Chestertield Pet MayIs Ord May 
18 
WARNER, ALBERT ExnxstT, Finedon, Northampton, Grocer 
| Northamp on Pet May17 Ord May 17 
WHITTAKER, ABRAHAM LONGDALE, Pump ct, Temple, 
| barrister at Law High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord May 
| 16 
| 
| 
| 


WYNNE, THomas, Knighton, Radnor, Coach Builder 
Leominster Pet May 18 Ord May 18 
| ZEALAND, FRED, Wrangle, Lincoln, Market Gardener 
| Boston Pet May 15 Ord May 15 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Ist March : 


Soper, JAMES, Geraldine rd, Wandsworth, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 
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PREN CH LAWYER (35), speaking English, 

in first-rate professiona) position, with offices in the 
best quarter of Paris, formerly and now Paris representa- 
tive of important firm of London Solicitors, seeks associa 
tion from July with strong firm of English Solicitors 
baving or seeking French borine-s and desiring to bave 
an office in Paria; smell capital only required, Write, 
Avooat Faarcats, care of “ Soticitors’ Journal” Office, 
27, Chenrer lene, W n, 


LERK (33) wants Situation shortly ; 

thoroughly experienced : costs, general, court, and 

ree work; workmen's compensation; assist con- 

vevancing: active, obliging; talary about 362.—W. A., 
6, Cariton-grove, Peckham, 


RAY’S INN 








—Chambers in Verulam- 

baildings, comprising : first floor) 4 rooms and (base- 
ment) 3 housekeeper’s rooms; rent £80 (unfurnish:d), 
£90 (furnished), on repairing lease, or would sell; 16 
years’ leese from Gray’s-inn.—E.uiotrr & Craawtey, 5, 
Verulem-hnildiner, Gray’s-inn. 


UNARTICLED CLERKS 


Who desire to improve their position 
should write for useful and interesting 
free ‘‘Guide to the Law Clerks’ 











CHARITIES, 


NATIONAL 
ORPHAN HOME, 


HAM COMMON, SURREY. 
H.M. THE KING, H.R.H. the Duchess of 
bany and H.R.H. Princess Christian. 
President : 
His GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, E.G. 
Chairman: 
Sin THOMAS SKEWES-Cox, J.P. 
FOUNDED 1849. 
For Orphan Girls, who are received without 
distinction of religion, and trained for domestic 


service. 
LEGACIES 
DONATIONS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS ARE MUCH NEEDED. 


Bankers : Lloyds Bank, 16, St. James’ Street, 8. W. 
Secretary : The Orphanage, Ham Common, Surrey, 











Peteones 








Certiticate,’” to— 
W. HM. SaNOERS, Eaq. , Solicitor, Secretary LonpoN ScHOOL 
or LAW. 66 ard 66 GHANOERY Lene, WO 
AW.—GREAT SAVING.—For prompt 
payment 26 per cent. will be taken off the following 
writing charges :— 
a 


8 per sheet. 

3 per 20 folios, 
2 

0 





6. 
Abstracts Copied 0 
Briefs and Drafts ove ow & 
Deeds Round Hand ... oo © per folio. 
Deeds A bstracted — mn eS per sheet, 
Full Copies « © 32 per folio, 
PAPER.—Foolscap, 1d. per sheet Draft, $d. ditto; 
Parchment, ls. 6d, to 3a. 6d. per skin. 


KERR & LANHAM, 16, Pnrnival-etreet, Holborn, B.0. 


Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. 


BY Sides. AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 
The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate usu 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and 
printed. OFFICIAL SEALS uesigned and executed, 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET STREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 





Annual and other Returns Stamped and Fila4 


PRIVAIE 


NURSING HOME 


For those suffering with any 


NERVE TROUBLE, 


Or needing care and supervision. 





HIGHLY RECOMMENDED, 
MEDICAL MEN IN ATTENDANCE. 
TERMS, 2 GUINEAS PER WEEK UPWARDS. 


to the MaTRon, “White Hall,” South Norwood 
Hil, 5.E. Tel. : 9245 Sydenham 


BRAND’S 
ESSENCE 


BEEF, 


ALSO oF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL 


INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of lavalid Preparations free oa 


application to 
BRAMEP 2s OO., 1.7QR. 


Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, 5,W. 


Apply 








THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 


QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 


The largest Hospital of its kind. 

The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 

Those desiring to provide Annuities for 
relatives or friends are aeked to send for particulars 
of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 


FUND, 
THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 








ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN 
49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD, G.C.V.O. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 

Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment. 
Help is earnestly appealed for to 
carry on the work. 


A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship. 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ,ARNAUDIN. 





Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c. spply, to 
¥. 3. D. HOGG, M.R.C.S., &e., 

Medical ‘Superintendent. 


Telephone: P.O, 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 





INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSH, LEICHSTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A., 
M.D, (Camb). Principal: HMNKY M. RILEY, Assoc. Soc 
Study of inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience. Exceilent 
Legal and Medica: References. For — particulars’ 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principa 
TELEGRAPHIC ADDRESS : “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER." 





BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
Buntingford, Nerts. 
Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99, 

For Gentlemen suffering trom Alcohol and Drug Inebriety; 
also for Gentlemen convaiescing after illuess. Ina most 
healthy part of the country ; lug acres of grounds; abou. 
360 [cel above sea-levei, Quarter mile irom Station, G. E.R, 
Two Resident Physicians. No [hfectiots or Corsum,tive 
Cases taken. luewrievy Patieuts are admitted voluuurily 
only, either privately or under the inebriates Acts. Teras 
from 2 gus. Telephone: P.O. 3, Buntingford. ieie- 

Address: “ RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD.” 


&c.| 


(Incorporated). 





MAPLE’S 
TURKEY 
CARPETS 


HE finest 
collection in 
the world. 4000 
always in stock 
at the lowest 
possible prices 


Write for Quotations 


MAPLE & GO 


TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD 
LONDON 


Buenos Aires 
Smyrna 


Paris 
































(TYPEWRITERS 


SOLICITORS’ 
MACHINES, 
£10 ICs. 


Hire 10/- Month, 27/6 





Deducted if 
bought. 


Quarter. 














TAYLOR’S LTD. 
L CDept. Solr.) 74, Chancery Lane, London. 








JUDICATURE FORM CASE. 


24 Divisions, Prices from 34/- 
Miastrated List Free on application. 


PARTRIDGE & COOPER, Lid., 


191 & 192, FLEET STRBET, LONDON, E4, 











